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present broadcast frequencies had only theo-
retical value until individuals undertook the
heavy investments in facilities and program-
ing to provide a broadcasting service. Net-
works and stations lost millions of dollars for
many years in pioneering this service; and
today, many stations are operating at a loss
in developing their own service.

It is not the airwaves that would be ex-
propriated under the proposed legislation.
What would be expropriated is the product
of a broadcasting enterprise which, through
business risk and development, like any other
enterprise, has created a service where none
existed before.

Is it fair to single out the broadcasting
industry for expropriation of a portion of
this service? It makes as much sense to
suggest that newspapers and magazines be
compelled to donate a prescribed number of
pages to the major candidates. After all,
most of them get the benefit, not of the
public air, but of public money through
second-class malling privileges for which the
taxpayers provide scores of millions of dollars
& year.
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airlines, the railroads and the telephone com-
pany be compelled to donate their facilities
to political candidates. Like broadcasting,
they all make use of a public resource; and
they also operate under a Federal standard of
public interest, convenience, and necessity.
Indeed, the telephone company uses radio
frequencies to provide network interconnec-
tions and is lcensed by the FCC for that
purpose just as broadcasters are licensed.

THE ISSUE OF FREE EXPRESSION

There is another issue at stake here that
goes to the heart of the current threat to
broadcasting: the issue of free expresslon.
Any scheme that puts the hand of Govern-
ment upon broadcast program content is a
curb on the freedom of expression that
Americans have as much right to expect from
their radio and television stations as from
thelr newspapers and magazines. When the
Government can tell a broadcaster that he
must ecarry a certain program, or a publisher
that he must print a certain story, it is
as much a curb on free expression as when
the Government tells them what not to print
or broadcast.

The danger of governmental tampering
with program content hovers like a
over broadcasting. It is the chief hazard
before us. It lurks behind every scheme to
license the networks. It looms over the pro-
posals that the Government lay down fixed
percentages for program categories and that
the FCC impose program rules and regula-
tlons on anyone who wishes to recelve and
hold a broadcasting license.
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‘What makes this problem especlally dell-
cate and confusing is that the PCC's duties
in resolving public-interest questions some-
times do require it to consider overall pro-
graming. For example, this issue can arise
when two or more applicants equally quali-
fled on other grounds are seeking a station
license; or when an exlsting licensee is seek-
ing a renewal.

But this delicate problem can and must be
solved. The FCC should exercise its role in
such cases with the utmost restraint. In-
stead of laying down fixed and uniform rules
to govern programing throughout the coun-
try, the Commission should encourage the
broadcaster to exercise his own responsibility
in judging and meeting the needs of his own
area. It should ask him to describe how he
has sought to determine the audience in-
terests in his community; to define those in-
terests he seeks to satisfy, whether spe-
clalized or diversified; to outline how he pro-
poses to serve those Interests and, if he is
seeking a license renewal, how he has al-
ready served them. Under this procedure,
the Commission would be justified in rais-
ing questions about programing only if the
application reflected a service unreasonable
on its face.

Such a standard of reasonableness, prop-
erly applied, can effectively reconcile the
freedom of the broadcaster to exercise his ini-
tiative and the duty of the Commission to
grant licenses only to those who will serve
the public interest. And by placing proper
bounds upon the Commission’s role in pro-
graming, it can help hold the line against
attempts to set up the Government as the
arbiter of taste for American viewers and
listeners. That is the ultimate challenge
we must meet as the outgrowth of the try-
ing period that began 6 months ago.

THE TASKS AHEAD

To meet that challenge, we have some dif-
ficult tasks to master. One of them is to
create greater knowledge and understanding
of our medium—an awareness of its nature
as a mass medium and its obligation to the
total public. This also means creating an
awareness of all that we do to meet the spe-
clalized viewing tastes of those who have
been so out of temper with us. It means
cultivating the concept and practice of se-
lective viewing as the only intelligent means
of enjoying a service that cannot possibly
please all its viewers with all its programs
all the time. And it means persuading some
of our viewers that their enjoyment of tele-
vision should not be conditional upon de-
priving others of programs they enjoy.

This is a task that has been assigned to
the Television Information Office, and it has
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made a good start. But it is not a task that
can be delegated altogether. It is one in
which every one of us with a stake in this
medium can and should play a part. Broad-
casters have a special role they can play
through the use of their own facilities in
creating this understanding. They should
explore means of doing so not on a hit-or-
miss basis but with care and a sense of re-
sponsibility.

There are other important tasks to which
these difficult months have spurred us and
in which we have already made encouraging
progress. We must keep at the job of main-
taining the highest standards of ethical con-
duct in our operations. We must continue
to strengthen our supervision of all broad-
cast material, commercials as well as program
content, in the interests of taste, truth,
and our special obligation to young viewers.
And always we must work with all our cre~
ative might to keep expanding the horizons
of the most powerful and eloquent medium
in the history of communication. On the
basls of what we have already accomplished
in this medium—even with our mistakes and
shortcomings, and In spite of the dangers
that now threaten us—there is every good
omen that we will prove worthy of all that
must be done.

Mr. ROBERT W, SARNOFF,

Chairman of the Board, National Broad-
casting Company, 30 Rockefeller Plaza,
New York, N.Y.

Dear Me. Sanworr: I just had the pleasure
of reading your April 21 speech to the Acad-
emy of Television Arts and Sciences in which
you announced that NBC will give both
Democratic and Republican nominees for
President an opportunity to appear side by
slde in prime evening time (on a “Meet the
Press” type program) for the eight weeks
prior to election day.

I think this is a most statesmanlike step
by NBOC, and it is my feeling that your action
wholly meets the objectives of my bill, HR.
11260 (which was sponsored on the Senate
slde by 21 Senators) and will give the
American people the opportunity they should
have to make a close study of the candidates
and the issues in this critical election year.

I should also like to advise you that as a
result of this step which you have taken I
have advised the House Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce that I consider
my bill superfluous, and have asked that it
be tabled.

Sincerely,
STEWART L. UDALL,

SENATE
TuESDAY, MAY 10, 1960

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice Pres-
ident.

The Very Reverend F. M. Galdau, rec-
tor, St. Dumitru Romanian Orthodox
Church, New York, N.Y., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

O Heavenly Father, our true peace
and love eternal, Thou hast endowed
man with free will and with an un-
gquenchable thirst for freedom and
justice. By Thine inscrutable and rich
providence, Thou hast bestowed upon all
nations all things profitable to the
body and soul and the spirit of truth that

abhors falsehood, terror, and tyranny.
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We beseech Thee, O Lord, on this day,
to remember all those who invoke Thy
great loving kindness; those who love us;
those who hate us; and those who have
enjoined us. More, especially, we be-
seech Thee to remember the trials and
tribulations of the enslaved Rumanian
people, on this 10th of May, their day
of independence, and save them and all
freedom-loving peoples of the world from
the tyranny of the godless ones. Deliver
them, O Lord, and all the oppressed peo-
ples of the world from all injustice,
calamities, wrath, and want, and grant
unto them their freedom and independ-
ence, which art from Thee.

Grant, O Lord, wisdom, strength,
courage, and patience to all leaders of
the free world, so that they may be
aware of the danger that is lurking at
our very door, because, lo, the tyrant

has consorted in our midst and has
spread honeyed words of deception and
confusion, while his mighty power is
Eeadyth to impart destruction, ruin, and
eath.

We pray Thee, O Lord, to inspire and
guide the work and activity of all our
Senators and Representatives, so that,
without hindrance or hesitation, they
may fulfill their duties and achieve their
supreme ideal of freedom and peace with
justice for all nations of the world, for
Thou art our hope, our strength, and our
salvation, for ever and ever. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. JoaNson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Monday, May 9, 1960, was dispensed with.
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Finance.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, returned to the Senate,
in compliance with its request, the bill
(H.R. 5421) to provide a program of as-
sistance to correct inequities in the con-
struction of fishing vessels and to enable
the fishing industry of the United States
to regain a favorable economic status,
and for other purposes, together with
all accompanying papers.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message announced fthat the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H.R. 10401) making appro-
priations for the Department of the In-
terior and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1961, and it was
signed by the President pro tempore.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule, there will be the
usual morning hour; and I ask unani-
mous consent that statements in con-
nection therewith be limited fo 3 min-
utes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

THE PLANE INCIDENT AND THE
SUMMIT CONFERENCE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is certainly a time in which
Americans—and people everywhere—
must keep their heads. We cannot af-
ford hysteria, panie, or hasty and ill-ad-
vised action.

There are many unanswered ques-
tions about the incident of the Ameri-
can plane that was shot down over the
Soviet Union. These are serious ques-
tions which will have to be considered
very carefully by Congress and by the
American people.

But it is doubtful whether the an-
swers will be forthcoming immediately.
There are too many facts which are not
available and which will be available
only when the Soviets permit a cool and
realistic appraisal of what happened in
their airspace.

Furthermore, it is always difficult to
come to objective conclusions in an at-
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mosphere of sanctimonious statements
and threats against other nations. It is
ridiculous for Nikita EKhrushchey to
profess such shocked surprise over ef-
forts to gather information.

When Mr. EKhrushchev visited this
country last year, I do not think he im-
pressed any of us as being a man who
is naive. By that, I mean naive about
what his own country has been doing for
many, many years.

The incident, of course, will be as-
sessed with great care and all of its
implications will be explored carefully.
But meanwhile, we cannot lose sight of
the overriding reality which confronts
us immediately.

It is whether this incident will become
an excuse and an alibi for sabotaging the
summit conference.

Within a very few days, our country
is going to enter negotiations with the
Soviet Union in an effort to relax the
very tensions that have brought about
this kind of an incident. It is difficult
to imagine those negotiations as having
much success if they are to be conducted
in this kind of an atmosphere.

If Nikita Khrushehev is going to spend
his time taunting the United States over
what he considers the blunders it has
made and threatening other countries
on the basis of facts which have not
been clearly established, there will be
little time to talk about the real prob-
lems which divide the world.

Those problems cannot be traced back
to the fact that nations seek to extract
information from each other. Espionage
and intelligence gathering are not some-
thing that cause the cold war. They are
merely byproducts of the cold war—
something that follows logically when
nations cannot trust each other.

Whatever may be his motivations, it
is obvious that Nikita EKhrushchev has
handled this incident in such a way as
to draw attention away from the real
problems. We must get back to those
problems—of people, of armaments, of
respect for the integrity of smaller na-
tions—if the summit conference has any
meaning.

If blunders have been made, the Amer-
ican people can be certain that Congress
will go into them thoroughly. But this is
something that should be done objective-
ly and not merely as a panicky reaction
to Soviet charges.

And I think that one point should be
crystal clear. Nikita Khrushchev can-
not use this incident in such a way as to
divide the American people and to weak-
en our national strength. The American
people are united in a determination to
preserve our freedoms and we are not
going to be shaken from that course, or
we are not going to be divided in this
critical hour.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator from Texas will
yield——

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from
Texas has made a forthright statement,
and I concur in it.

This is not a time for us to retreat or
walk backward; and I, for one, abso-
lutely refuse to do so. To be sure, there
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are facts yet to be disclosed. But there
is nothing that we need conceal partic-
ularly.

Certainly, ever since civilization be-
gan, there have been intelligence activi-
ties and espionage of a kind; and in
proportion as civilization has become
more complex, obviously the intelligence
activities have become more complex.

During World War II, we set up the
Office of Strategic Services. I had op-
portunities to examine their installations
in many parts of the world.

So, Mr. President, as the majority
leader has well put it, we would indeed
be naive if we did not view this matter
objectively and realistically; and we so
stated yesterday when this matter was
discussed on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., I yield.

Mr, BUSH. I wish to congratulate
the majority leader on his strong and
forceful statement; and I desire to asso-
ciate myself with the expressions he has
made.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of this colloquy an ar-
ticle entitled “In the New ‘Wet War'—
Russia Steps Up Her Spying,”” which ap-
pears in the current issue of the U.S.
News & World Report.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator from Connecticut for his state-
ment.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:
|From U.S. News & World Report, May 186,

1960]
IN THE NEw “WET WAR"—RUSSIA STEPS UP
HER SFYING

Sovlet espionage by fishing ships, sub-
marines, is givihg concern to U.S. officials.
Innocent-looking trawlers, appearing off U.S.
coasts, turn out to be loaded with radar,
other electronic gear. Red fishing craft of
large size have no fishing gear in sight, but
can mother fleets of subs. Also showing up:
missile-tracking ships, weather ships.

Now the Russians are opening up on still
another front. It isa sudden, secretive inva-
sion of all the world's oceans, including
America’s own home waters. Worrled offi-
clals are calling this the “wet war.”

With increased frequency, you hear of
Soviet ships or submarines prowling close
to this Nation’s coastal shores.

Late in April a U.S. Navy blimp photo-
graphed the Soviet fishing trawler Vega 60
miles off Long Island—and just a mile from
where the first Polaris submarine George
Washington was conducting Important
dummy-missile tests.

It wasn’t the first time these seemingly
innocent oceangoing vessels have acted so
boldly. After the Vega incident, the Navy
announced that the Soviets had scouted
missile firings before.

In addition, it was only little more than
a year ago that the Navy was ordered by
President Eisenhower to board the trawler
Novorossisk off Newfoundland after mysteri-
ous damage had been done to five transat-
lantic cables.

Now there are reports of still more cable
cuttings in recent weeks.

WHY THERE'S CONCERN

These are only a few of the cases in the
Pentagon's growing dossier on the “wet war.”
Officers have been aware of similar offshore
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intrusions by Russia before, so why the
sudden new concern?

Mainly, it is because of what is being
learned about the trawlers.

These are no ordinary fishing boats. The
Novorossisk was a sizable ship of 1,670 tons,
able to steam at 12 knots. The Vega 1is
smaller, but photos under scrutiny show
she carried no fishing gear in sight and was
tocpheavy with detachable radar antennas
capable of screening a vast expanse.

American intelligence marks this about
the Vega: It was the very first of a new
“loaded” type seen in these waters. All
Soviet trawlers carry modern radar eyes
and electronlc ears, but none observed pre-
viously was as well equipped as the Vega for
close-up esplonage.

Purther, there is evidence that at least
some of the craft, which nest regularly in
the North Atlantic, can act as mother ships
to restock—but not refuel—marauding So-
viet submarines. Only their fuel capacities
limit Soviet sub patrols. If they could es-
tablish refueling stations on this side of the
Atlantie, they would be able to e off Ameri-
can coasts on an almost permanent basis.

How about reports that they are using
north Cuban ports for just this purpose? So
far, there is “absolutely no evidence of this,”
emphasize Navy speclalists.

ON ALL SIDES

This “wet war” is not confined to the At-
lantie. It is being carrled close to the Pa-
cific and gulf coasts of the United States as
well. Several years ago, Communist subma-
rines were detected farther away—off Vene-
zuela and the Panama Canal, or were ob-
served tracking the U.S. naval fleets.

Now there are more submarines—a total
of 500 In the Russian Navy—and they are
becoming more daring. In naval files are
records of Boviet intrusions within 10 miles,
and very probably much closer, of big citles
such as New York, San Francisco, and New
Orleans.

RUSSIA’S OBJECTIVES

What are these intruders looking for, and
what—Iif anything at all—can be done
about it?

The answer to the riddle of what they are
up to comes from intelligence experts who
have been Investigating Soviet naval actions
ever since World War II. They conclude the
Russians are using their “wet war” for a
varlety of purposes. -

The “trawlers,” for example, can collect
all sorts of useful information about Polaris-
type tests, become familiar with the under-
water characteristics of U.8. nuclear subs to
make them easler to detect in the future.
They can snoop on communications net-
works—the very heart of US. alr defense—
and some sources claim these trawlers could
steer Boviet bombers through “electronic
holes” in the distant early warning radar
screen in Canada.

Russian submarines can chart the ocean
floors surrounding the North American Con-
tinent. The purpose, as suspected by US.
officials, is to prepare accurate maps so their

submarine fleet, now being built, can
navigate Into exact undersea positions for
missile firings against U.S. cities. With radar
and infrared sensing devices, they can peer
inland to mark targets on the American
mainland.
A WORLDWIDE OFERATION

The “wet war,” as waged by the Kremlin,
is not confined to America. It is golng on all
around the world. In the mid-Pacifie, once
regarded as a private lake for the U.S. Pacific
fleet, you find Soviet picket ships capable of
tracking missiles. Russian subs slip out of
pens in Albania to roam the Mediterranean,
or move through the Taiwan Stralt and south
to Singapore from Siberlan bases. Their
weather ships linger suspiciously close to
m installations of U.S. forces in the Far
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And, right under American noses, the Rus-
slans are conducting important research on
als, according to Senator WarREN G.
MacwusoN, Democrat, of Washington. He
wrote in a newspaper article that, 300 miles
off Lower California, Soviet scientists “have
taken sharp deep-sea photographs of the
mysterious manganese-cobalt-nickel-copper
nodules which thickly carpet the ocean floor
in that and some other oceanic areas.”

The tabulation of Russia's sudden interest
in the oceans is almost without end. The
Soviets have more ships and sclentists in
the polar regions than all other countries
combined, and more ships and scientists as-
signed to deep ocean studies than any other
nation.

“Soviet efflort in oceanography is massive,
of high caliber, and is designed to establish
and demonstrate world leadership,” warns
Vice Adm. John T. Hayward, Deputy Chief of
Naval Operations.

It all ties together. Victory in the “‘wet
war’'—ultimate mastery of the seas—would
give a great edge to Russia in any efforts to
blanket American coastal areas with nuclear-
tipped missiles fired from offshore perches.
For such an attack, complete understand-
ing of the oceans is needed. Currents, bot-
tom topography, magnetic, and gravitational
flelds are all important things to a subma-
rine skipper. Russla is making these studies
all along American coasts, in midocean,
along the Continental Shelves and in all the
Beven seas.

NEEDED: ALARM SYSTEM

This “wet war” will be intensified, predict
American officers. Ask one of these experts
what can be done about it, and he answers:
“As long as the Communists stay outside
our 2-mile limit, all we can do is grit our
teeth.” By law, the high seas are free for
any nation to use.

The U.S. Navy, of course, does keep as
sharp an eye as it can on Communist ma-
neuvering. “Hunter-killer” search forces
constantly survey the sea lanes. But this is
not enough, say U.S. Navy men. What they
would like iz a burglar alarm s very
expensive underseas sonar fence—that would
keep tab on all SBoviet submarines in peace-
time, with the implied warning that any
warlike move would mean sudden death.

This is still in the dream stage. For now,
American officers caution, this country should
brace itself for more Boviet submarine ac-
tivity and bigger and faster trawlers operat-
ing near America’s home waters, and all
around the world, spying out data that would
be helpful in an attack on the United States
itself.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I wish to join the
Senator from Connecticut in congratu-
lating the distinguished majority leader
on his extremely statesmanlike utter-
ance. Iknow that he speaks for the peo-
ple of the United States when he says
they will not allow this incident to di-
vide our country.

Of course it is regrettable that the in-
cident occurred on the very eve of the
summit conference, because it does give
to Soviet Russia an opportunity to “ex-
plode a propaganda bomb,” and perhaps
places us at some psychological disad-
vantage.

However, I see no reason why this
incident should endanger the hopes
which all of us have for the forthcoming
summit conference. As the majority
leader has said, if ever we needed to act
toward achieving a reduction of the ten-
sions which exist in the world, we must
act to do so now.
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Also, we must appraise this incident
realistically. As the distinguished mi-
nority leader has said, spying is nothing
new in the world. It is a recognized and
accepted fact of life in the situation in
which the world finds itself. Soviet
planes engage in it regularly. They have
flown over parts of Alaska, northern
Canada, Japan, and other Western de-
fense areas. As a matter of fact, Soviet
spying has been a more expanded and
intense operation than ours, because
their spies have infiltrated into every
area of the free world, whereas the Iron
Curtain has impeded and handicapped
our securing intelligence information.
Of course, many more Russian spies have
been caught than have Americans or
those from other countries.

Finally, the circumstances surround-
ing this episode would never have existed
if Russia had accepted the President’s
“open skies” proposal of several years
ago.

I am more pleased than I can say fo
hear our distinguished majority leader
stand up here in the way he has and ex-
press himself as he has. Knowing him
as I do, it is the exact manner in which
I would have expected him to act.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
distinguished Senator.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to commend the
majority leader and other Senators who
have spoken today in defense of our
country. A number of us were serving
in the other body when Peral Harbor
occurred. Following that episode, an in-
vestigation was moved, and a commit-
tee was established to investigate why
Pearl Harbor had happened and why our
?trmed services did not know more about

I think our armed services should be
commended for finding out what is go-
ing on in the world.

In our cities we have fire inspectors
going around, without our referring to
them as spying. If the police forces give
due attention to suspicious characters,
nobody accuses them of spying.

Our Armed Forces are charged with a
grave responsibility—the preservation of
this Republic; and if we are not faced
with a serious threat, then we are wast-
ing about $40 billion a year, trying to de-
fend ourselves. i

I for one do not think we should shake
and quake in our boots every time Khru-
shehev and his gang do not like what is
going on. They never give the world an
accurate story of it; and we should say,
as a great patriot did, "Our counfry! May
she always be in the right, but our coun-
try, right or wrong!”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Iyield tothe
Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY. I, too, desire to join in
the complimentary remarks the majority
leader has made. I have never found
him wanting. I believe that he is made
of the mettle that makes America great.
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but in this particular lnstanoe I spoke
very definitely. First, I do not believe it
is going to hurt the summit conference
to have the facts about this incident dis-
closed.

Khrushchev has known all the time,
the leaders who are to sit down at the
table at the summif conference have
known all the time, that Khrushchev has
been playing a great international game
of poker, and that we have certainly had
our planes and our armed forces in
Europe with an object. As has been sug-
gested, that object has been that we shall
not be caught again as we were at Pearl
Harbor.

It was the privilege of some of us to
be in a special meeting yesterday and
we were briefed. What was said or done,
of course, is not for me to say, but I came
out of that meeting with the thought,
“Thank God it has been demonstrated,
to me at least, that we are alert, and
not asleep.”

Mr, President, there appeared in the
paper this morning the text of a state-
ment issued by Secretary Herter. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the Recorp following these brief words
of mine.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEcorb, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 10, 1960]
TEXT OF STATEMENT ON PLANE

On May 7 the Department of State spokes-
man made a statement with respect to the
alleged shooting down of an unarmed
American civillan aircraft of the U-2 type
over the Soviet Union. The following sup-
plements and clarifies this statement as re-
spects the position of the U.S. Government.

Ever since Marshal Stalin shifted the
policy of the Soviet Union from wartime co-

to postwar conflict, in 1946, and
particularly since the Berlin blockade, the
forceful takeover of Czechoslovakia and the
Communist aggressions in Korea and Viet-
nam, the world has lived in a state of ap-
prehension with respect to Soviet intentions.
The Soviet leaders have almost complete ac-
cess to the open socleties of the free world
and supplement this with vast espionage
networks. However, they keep their own
soclety tightly closed and rigorously con-
trolled.

‘With the development of modern weapons
carrying tremendously destructive nuclear
warheads, the threat of surprise attack and
aggression presents a constant danger. This
menace is enhanced by the threats of mass
destruction frequently voiced by the Sovlet
leadership.

IKE PROPOSAL CITED

For many years the United States In
company with its allies has sought to lessen
or even to eliminate this threat from the life
of man so that he can go about his peace-
ful business without fear. Many
to this end have been put up to the Soviet
Union. The President’s “open skies” pro-
posal of 19556 was followed in 1957 by the
offer of an exchange of ground observers
between agreed military installations in the
United States, the U.S.8.R. and other nations
that might wish to participate.

For several years we have been secking the
mutual abolition of the restrictions on travel
imposed by the Soviet Union and those which
the United States felt obliged to Institute
on a reciprocal basis.
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More recently at the Geneva Disarmament
Conference the United States has proposed
far-reaching new measures of ocontrolled
disarmament. It is possible that the Soviet
leaders have a different wversion and that,
however unjustifiedly, they fear attack from
the West. But this is hard to reconcile
with their continual rejection of our re-

RESPONSIBILITY NOTED

I will say frankly that it is unacceptable
that the Soviet political system should be
given an opportunity to make secret prepara-
tions to face the free world with the choice
of abject surrender or nuclear destruction.
The Government of the United States would
be derelict to its responsibility not only to
the American people but the free peoples
everywhere if it did not, in the absence of
Boviet cooperation, take such measures as
are possible unilaterally to lessen and to
overcome this danger of surprise attack. In
fact the United States has not and does not
shirk this responsibility.

In accordance with the National Security
Act of 1947, the President has put into effect
since the beginning of his administration
directives to gather by every possible means
the information required to protect the
United States and the free world against
surprise attack and to enable them to make
effectlve preparations for thelr defense.
Under these directives programs have been
developed and put Into operation which
have included extensive aerial surveillance
by unarmed civilian aircraft, normally of a
peripheral character but on occasion by pen-
etration.

Specific missions of these unarmed civilian
aircraft have not been subject to Presiden-
tial authorization. The facts that such sur-
velllance was taking place has apparently not
been a secret to the Soviet leadership and
the question indeed arises as to why at this
particular juncture they should seek to ex-
ploit the present incident as a propaganda
battle in the cold war.

This Government had sincerely hoped and
continues to hope that in the coming meet-
ing of the heads of government in Parls
Chairman Ehrushchev will be prepared to
cooperate in agreeing to effective measures
which would remove this fear of sudden mass
destruction from the minds of people every-
where.

Far from being damaging to the forthcom-
ing meeting in Paris, this incident should
serve to underline the importance to the
world of an earnest attempt there to achieve
agreed and effective safeguards against sur-
prise attack and aggression.

At my request and with the authority of
the President, the Director of the Central
Intelligence Agency, the Honorable Allen W,
Dulles, is today briefing members of the
Congress fully along the foregoing lines.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I could
not refrain from expressing my appre-
ciation to the distinguished majority
leader, the Senator from Texas, for the
dispassionate, considered remarks he has
made in the Senate this morning. The
majority leader can, at the proper time
and place, be a loyal, skillful, and adroit
majority partisan, and I do not reproach
him for that ability. I admire him for it.
But at a time like fhis, it is of inestimable
benefit to the Senate and to the country
when the majority leader takes the floor
and, without appeal to partisanship, and
without attempting to capitalize on any
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phase of the incident, counsels prudence
and the path of care in seeing that the
welfare of our country is guarded.

1 shall take his advice and I congratu-
late the distinguished majority leader
for the tenor and tone of his remarks
this morning.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senafor.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I should like to address a short remark
to the majority leader.

While the majority leader and I do
not always see eye to eye on partisan
politics and political matters, I think he
knows full well the great respect which
I have for him and the extremely high
regard in which I hold him. I know of
no man in the Congress with greater
ability. I know of no man in the Con-
gress with greater loyalty to his coun-
try, to its security and to its progress
than the majority leader.

The remarks of the majority leader
this morning are the remarks of a truly
great leader who is interested in his
country and who, on an occasion when
his country is definitely and deeply in-
volved, not only can now but also has
in the past risen completely above any
partisan or political motivation. His re-
marks this morning are apt and to the
point, and should be taken to heart by
all Americans.

I am not completely and thoroughly
conversant with all phases of our activi-
ties in the military and in other services
in this country, but I believe, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I have had in the past several
years my full share of exposure to what
has to be done by the United States and
by those responsible for its security.

I agree that all of us should be very
careful at this time of tension not fo ex-
press too vigorous an opinion in one
way or another. Tensions in the world
are very great. They can either be
fanned or they can be quieted. A great
deal depends upon the circumspection
with which we, the people of the United
States, in addition to the leaders of the
political parties and of the administra-
tion, approach these problems. We, the
people of the United States, I think,
should exercise caution, calmness, and
deliberation in these matters.

I received a letter this morning from
a very worthy lady in my home State,
who was very critical. She said, “What
business have we ‘monkeying around’
even the edges of Russia? Why do we
not let them alone? And then they will
let us alone.”” I happen to know this
lady. There is no finer lady in my State
and none more well meaning. How-
ever, I will say she is completely devoid
of any understanding of the constant and
almost overpowering menace which
threatens the freedom of the United
States and of the free world every min-
ute of every day, emanating from Com-
munist aggression and Communist ex-
pansion. We must understand that if we
in this country are to be able fo intelli-
gently and adequately prepare ourselves
and to put ourselves in a position of se-
curity against surprise, we must know
what is going on.

There are people in the country today
who, I think, rather precipitously and
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unwarrantedly, are criticizing in this
situation. I say, Mr. President, that if
a sneak attack should occur on this coun-
try today, these are the very people who
would want to hang the people who had
neglected to find out what was going on
in the world. The security of the United
States is paramount.

I wish to suggest one other thing. The
continuous and uninterrupted and un-
precedented espionage activities of the
Communist Iron Curtain countries and
of Russia in this country have gone on
and have been reported to the American
people for years and years. I could re-
cite detail after detail, instance after
instance, of the most flagrant espionage
in this country, the most flagrant in-
vasion of what we might call the sov-
ereignty and the security of this country
on the part of the Communist aggres-
SOTS.

I merely want to say again, without
drawing out the discussion at this time,
that I compliment the majority leader
on his very fine statement, on his states-
manlike approach, on his calmness, and
on his interest in the broad best inter-
ests of the security of this country. I
caution that we, as the American people,
must not become too emotional about
this matter, but must consider it with
calmness until we know all the facts
and until we know exactly what we are
talking about. There are many things
involved in this situation which are not
at this point clear.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to express my appreciation
to the Senator for his undeserved com-
ments. The Senator knows of the great
admiration and respect I have for him
and have had since my first association
with the Senator, when he was my chair-
man and I was a member of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, and how
deeply I appreciate his expression this
morning.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I assure the
Senator that everything I have said was
from the heart. I mean it. I thank
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I should like to join my col-
leagues in paying respect to our distin-
guished majority leader, the Senator
from Texas [Mr. Jounson] for his well
timed remarks just given and the advice
contained therein. Those of us who have
had the privilege of serving with the
Senator from Texas recognize him as
a worthy opponent on any partisan ques-
tion. However, we likewise know that on
questions concerning the security or the
defense of our country, he speaks as an
American and not as a partisan.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreciate
the remarks of the Senator from Dela-
ware. I value his friendship more than
he knows.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I had in
mind making a comment this morning
about the so-called spy plane incident
and in that connection I was told about
the remarks of the majority leader.
Though I did not hear them, I have just
had an opportunity to read them, and I
find they are a splendid contribution to
this discussion. They go to what I had
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in mind to say this morning rather clear-
ly, because I, too, feel, as the majority
leader did, that this incident will turn
out to be perhaps not as bad as we
thought, and perhaps it will help rather
than hurt us in the situation.

First, to make my remarks clean cut,
I compliment the majority leader on the
statesmanship which goes into keeping
one’s head when it would be easy to seek
a partisan advantage, which might be
momentarily attractive but would not
contribute to our country's position in
the world, and I join in complimenting
the majority leader, for whom I have a
high regard, as he and everyone else
knows.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to express to the Senator
from New York [Mr. Javits] my grati-
tude, though I feel I deserve no compli-
ment for doing what any Member of
the Senate under similar circumstances
would do. I merely said that America
must be all for one and one for all, and
we cannot allow any threats or prop-
aganda moves to divide our people at
this difficult hour. I believe all Ameri-
cans subscribe to that doctrine.

Mr, JAVITS. When the majority
leader says it as the leader of the opposi-
tion to the party of the administration,
it means more than mere words. I think
we are quite right in being pleased that
he spoke as he did at this juncture.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I appreciate
the statement of my friend from New
York. He knows of my high regard for
him and my deep friendship for him.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, second
thoughts on the U-2 spy plane incident
now show that its effect will be the re-
verse of what Chairman Khrushchev in-
tended. The first flash of Mr. Khru-
shchev's theatricals has now worn off
and reasonable men and women in the
free world will have these things in
mind. First, Mr. Ehrushchev shows
again that he wants to keep the world in
the anxious seat rather than to calm its
nerves. This is hardly a peace cam-
paign or preparation for serious negotia-
tion at the summit. Second, Mr. Ehru-
shehev’s rocket threats against Norway
and Pakistan—so reminiscent of Suez in
1956—are hardly compatible with a just
world secure in the opportunity for de-
bate and the resolution of tensions
through international law and negotia-
tion. Third, the incident again recalls
the unwillingness of Khrushchev to agree
to President Eisenhower's open skies
proposal which in turn shows American
willingness to abandon secrecy and to
insure the world against surprise attack.
Fourth, Mr. Khrushchev highlights the
danger of surprise attack and fixes at-
tention upon the capability of one man
in the Communist dictatorship by a sud-
den decision to plunge the world into an
abyss of A- and H-bomb war.

Adult people will remember the spy
networks of the U.S.S.R. which have
operated for 40 years in the free world
and the names of Klaus Fuchs, Ponte-
corvo, Igor Gouzenko, Gerhardt Eisler,
and Colonel Abel. There is also evidence
of UB.SR. aerial reconnaissance over
free world areas including the United
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States—only we did not put on a propa-
ganda show about it.

The U-2 incident should mobilize world
opinion and bring it to bear upon the
U.S.8.R. to put it in a mood to agree to
pending treaties to protect against sur-
prise attack, to end nuclear testing and
for disarmament as consistently pro-
posed by the free world nations. Second
thoughts should show that the United
States is not embarrassed, but that on
the contrary, the free world's defensive
alliances including the bases which im-
plement them, are more necessary than
ever.

As so often happens in these cases, the
first impression is neither lasting nor
correct. The Russian people themselves
must now take careful account of what
their regime means to peace. The cause
and intentions of the free peoples are
seen to be too deeply built to be shaken
or confused by the theatricals out of
Moscow.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REASSIGNMENT OF CERTAIN OFFICERS IN THE
MARINE CORPS

A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting a draft of proposed legisla~-
tion to reassign officers designated for sup-
ply duty as officers not restricted in the per-
formance of duty in the Marine Corps (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

ReporT ON REVIEW OF SELECTED SUPPLY AcC-
TIVITIES AT SAN BERNARDINO AIR MATERIEL
AREA

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the review of selected sup-
ply activities at San Bernardino Air Ma-
teriel Area, Department of the Air Force,
dated April 1960 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORT ON REVIEW OF THE GOVERNMENT'S

RIGHTS AND PRACTICES RELATING TO CERTAIN

HoOSPITAL AND MEDICAL SERVICES

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on the review of the Gov-
ernment’s rights and practices concerning
recovery of the cost of hospital and medical
services in negligent third-party cases, dated
May 1960 (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

ProviSION FoR EXCEPTIONS TO RULES OF
NAVIGATION IN CERTAIN CASES

A letter from the Under Secretary of
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to provide for exceptions to the
rules of navigation in certain cases (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

AUTHORIZATION FOR SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
To Urmme CERTAIN FUNDS FOR SPECIAL
METEOROLOGICAL SERVICES
A letter from the Under Secretary of

Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed

legislation to authorize the BSecretary of

Commerce to utilize funds received from

State and local governments and private or-

ganizations and individuals for special me-

teorological services (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.
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REPORT OF FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Trade
Commission, Washington, D.C., transmit-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of that
Commission, for the fiscal year 1959 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

TEMPORARY ApmissioN INTo THE TUNITED
STaTES OF CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to
law, coples of orders entered, granting
temporary admission into the United States
of certain aliens (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 502 oF GENERAL
Brmce AcT oF 1046

A letter from the Under Secretary of
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend section 502 of the Gen-
eral Bridge Act of 1946, and for other pur-
poses (with acompanying papers); to the
Committee on Public Works,

REPORT OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ARTS
AND

A letter from the Assistant to the Presi-
dent, the American Academy of Arts and
Letters, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port of that Academy, for the year 1959
(with an acompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:
A concurrent resolution of the General
Assembly of the State of South Carolina;
to the Committee on Finance:

“CONCURRENT RESOLUTION EXPRESSING THE
CONCERN OF THE GENERAL ASSEMEBLY OVER
THE TUNFAIR COMPETITIVE SITUATION IN
WHICH THE TEXTILE INDUSTEY OF THE
STaTE FINDS ITSELF AND MEMORIALIZING
THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STaTES ToO
TARE IMMEDIATE STEPS To PROTECT THIS
INDUSTRY, WHICH EMPLOYS THOUSANDS OF
PersoNs awp Is VIirarn To CoONTINUED
GROWTH AND PROSPERITY OF THIS STATE AND
MANY PARTS OF THE NATION

‘“Whereas the textile industry of the State
of South Carolina and many other States
of the Nation finds itself in a highly com-
petitive market with foreign goods priced
from 20 to 50 percent under those made in
the United States; and

“Whereas the reason for this great differ-
ential in price is the cheap labor of foreign
countries of a much lower standard of living,
which makes possible placing on the markets
of the world products the selling price of
which is far below even the cost of produc-
tion in the United States, due to our higher
wage scale and standard of living; and

“Whereas the general assembly recognizes
that if the fiood of cheap foreign goods is
not regulated to the extent where our own
industry is placed on a basis of fair compe-
tition the textile industry will be forced out
of business; and

“Whereas the loss of an industry the size
and importance of the textile mills will be
a great blow to the progress of the State of
South Carolina and other States similarly
affected: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the house of representatives
(the senate comcurring), That the general
assembly does hereby express its deep con-
cern over the flood of cheap foreign goods
being placed on the markets of the United
States and memorializes the Congress of the
United States to take immediate steps to
enact remedial legislation; and be it further
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“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be forwarded to the President of the Benate
and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives of the Congress and each U.S. SBenator
from South Carolina and each Representa-
tive from this State in the Congress of the
United States.”

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Misslssippl; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs:

“HousE CONCURRENT RESoLUTION 35

“Concurrent resolution memo; the
Congress and the President of the United
States to safl and preserve estab-
lished State and individual rights to the
use of water within the separate States:
“Whereas recent decislons of the Federal

courts and recent assertions from the U.S.

Department of Justice have deprived States

and persons of rights which the States and

persons previously enjoyed to regulate and
control the use of water In the respective

States; and
“Whereas the decisions and assertions are

further a part of a general pattern develop-
ing gradually into Federal supremacy and
usurpation over water and if continued will
destroy individual and States rights over
water and substitute an all-powerful cen-
tralized government control: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the State of Mississippi (the senate con-
curring therein), That the Congress and
the President of the United States and the
Senators and Representatives of Misslssippl
in the Congress of the United States be re-
spectfully petitioned to take all necessary
action to —

“(a) preserve the water rights of the in-
dividual and the State and to prevent Fed-
eral usurpation of these rights;

“(b) to see that legislation is Initiated
and supported to reestablish to the individ-
uals and to the States the rights taken from
them by the Federal courts and the Justice
Department; and

“(e) in every way possible reaffirm, renew,
and defend the concepts that water rights
are property rights and that those estab-
lished rights to the use of water by a State
or an individusal should not be taken away
without due process of law and adeguate
compensation; and be it further

“Resolved, That certified coples of this res-
olution be sent to the Honorable President
and the Vice President of the United States,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
of the Congress, the chairman of the U.S.
Senate and House Committees on Interior
and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senators and U.S.
Representatives.

"Adopted by the senate April 29, 1960.

“PavuL B. JOENSON,
“President of the Senate.

“Adopted by the house of representatives
March 2, 1960.

“WALTER SILLERS,

“Speaker of the House of Representatives.”

A resolution adopted by the California
Grape and Tree Fruit League, of San Fran-
cisco, Calif., relating to featherbedding prac-
tices In transportation operations; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

A resolution adopted by the Common
Council of the City of Oswego, N.X., favoring
the enactment of legislation to increase the
minimum wage to $1.25 an hour; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

RESOLUTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONS
OF STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. JAVITS., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conseni to have printed in
the Recorp a series of resolutions adopt-
ed by organizations of the State of New
York.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in fhe
REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE TRANSPORTATION
SECTION OF THE NEW YOoRKE BoARD OF TRADE,
AND APPROVED BY THE DIRECTORS OF THE
New York Boarp OF TRADE

Whereas the New York Board of Trade's
transportation section is vitally interested
in the preservation of all transportation sys-
tems servicing the Port of New York; and

Whereas the 10-percent tax on passenger
transportation in the United States imposes
an excessive and unn burden upon
all who travel in the pursuit of business vital
to the national economy and welfare; and

Whereas this levy, imposed as an emer-
gency wartime measure nearly 20 years ago
to discourage nonessential use of an over-
taxed transportation system, has long since
ceased to serve any part or semblance of its

; and

Whereas the similar wartime excise tax on
the transportation of goods was repealed in
1958; and

Whereas this unnecessary and inequitable
excise tax, by adding to the cost of travel
and thereby discouraging use of transporta-
tion, poses an Immediate and serious threat
to common carrier services essential to the
health and well-belng of the Nation: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the transportation section
of the New York Board of Trade does sup-
port the rallroads, the airlines and the bus
lines In their earnest request for the needful
elimination of the 10-percent Federal trans-
portation excise tax Immediately and in its
entirety, as this i1s in the public interest and
essential to the national economy and places
the board on record as favoring that repeal;
and

Whereas this immediate and complete re-
peal is incumbent upon the Congress of the
United States; be it further

Resolved, That the position of the trans-
portation section of the New York Board of
Trade favoring the repeal of this tax be made
known to the Congress, and that the Con-
gress be urgently petitioned to take immedi-
ate corrective legislative action,

ResoLUTION OF CoMmoN COUNCIL OF THE

Crry oF OsweGo To MEMmoRrIALIZE U.S. CoN-

Whereas the aoriginal Federal minimum
wage law, enacted in 1936, which then pro-
vided for a minimum wage of 25 cents an
hour, has been amended on three separate
occasions to bring it more realistically in line
with the rising cost of living and our Ameri-
can concept of Federal minimum wage stand-
ards; and

Whereas the present Federal minimum
wage of §1 per hour Is less than one-half of
the national average minimum wage of $2.21
as set, determined by the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics; and

Whereas wages and salaries paid at this
low level make such workers a charge on the
economy of the Nation, in that recipient of
substandard wages are able to contribute
little as consumers or purchasers of goods
and services, or as taxpayers or supporters of
the community welfare; more often becoming
public charges on the State and private
agencies; and

Whereas there are States which avail them-
selves of the funds and services of the Fed-
eral Treasury, and of all other Federal agen-
cles, paid out of the Federal tax receipts col-
lected from citizens and industries of the
city of Oswego and New York State, whose
employees Iin most cases enjoy wages In ex-
cess of the $1 minimum; and

Whereas many of the other States and
their communities whose working people
work for wages below $1.25 are held up as
bait to industry as a reason for emigrating
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from the State, thus placing Oswego and
New York State in double jeopardy; and
Whereas the spirit of fair play, humanity,
and minimum standards of decency, require
that a legal and realistic floor be put under
which workers in American industry shall
not be employed: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Oswego Common Coun-
cil go on record that the question of decent
Federal minimum wages of $1.25 or over per
hour shall be considered above the biparti-
san political issues and in the interest of the
Oswego and New York State economy, its
wage earners, men and women, so that Os-
wego and New York State will recelve its fair
share of industrial expansion; and be it
further
Resolved, That the Oswego Commeon Coun-
cil memorialize Congress to pass an appro-
priate amendment to the Federal minimum
wage of $1.256 or higher the law of the land,
and also to give appropriate consideration
to extending the law to the now exempt
workers in American industry and com-
merce; and be it further
Resolved, That the common council call
upon the Honorable Governor, Nelson A.
Rockefeller, to use his good office to place this
matter before the bipartisan congressional
committee, set up by the New York State
Members of the U.S. Congress, for the
purpose of fostering such legislation, and
copies of this resolution be sent to the Presi-
dent of the United States, and Secretary of
Labor, and all Members of the U.S. Congress.
RESOLUTION OF JOINT CONFERENCE OF AFFILI-
ATED PosTAL EMPLOYEES OF GREATER NEW
YORKE AND NORTHERN NEW JERSEY CALLING
FOR SALARY INCREASE FOR POSTAL EMPLOYEES

Whereas the average weekly take-home
pay for postal employees is only $74 per
week; and

Whereas any number of impartial surveys
show that an annual salary of more than
£6,000 is needed today in order to be able to
support an American family in a decent man-
ner; and

Whereas the U.S. Department of Commerce,
in a recent report, cited the average annual
wage in the United States as above $6,000;
and

Whereas the cost of living has been stead-
ily rising to unprecedented heights; and

Whereas the annual salaries of postal em-
ployees are so low as to force over 80 percent
of all postal employees to work two jobs in
order to meet present-day living costs; and

Whereas wives of many postal employees
have been compelled to take employment in
order to make ends meet and, therefore, have
had their family lives disrupted; and

Whereas this has resulted in a steady low-
ering in the standard of living of postal
employees to a point where it is behind that
of other civil servants in State and city;
and

Whereas postal employees' salaries have,
for a long time continued to lag behind the
salaries of organized workers in private in-
dustry; and

Whereas the U.S. Government has an obli-
gation to accord its employees the fair treat-
ment it requires private industry to render
to those it employs: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That this rally of the Joint Con-
ference of Affiliated Postal Employees of
Greater New York and Northern New Jersey,
which represents 35,000 postal employees of
all crafts in the metropolitan area, assembled
at the High School of Fashion Industries in
New York City on Sunday, May 1, 1960, goes
on record seeking the enactment of legisla-
tion which will establish an average 86,000
annual salary for postal employees; and be
it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to President Dwight D. Eisenhower,
Vice President Richard M. Nixon, Senator
Lyndon B. Johnson, Senator Everett Me-
Kinley Dirksen; chairman of the Senate
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Post Office and Civil Service Committee,
chairman of House Post Office and Civll Serv-
ice Committee, Speaker Sam Rayburn, Repre-
sentative Charles Halleck, presidents of the
National Postal Unlons whose locals are af-
fillates of the joint conference, Presldent
George Meany, AFL~CIO; all metropolitan
newspapers, wire services, television and
radio stations.
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BoArD OF DI~
RECTORS OF THE CIVIL AND BUSINESS FEDERA~
TIoN, WHITE PLAINS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Resolved, That the Civic and Business Fed-
eration, White Plains Chamber of Commerce,
after due deliberation and consideration of
all the facts pertaining to the so-called
Forand bill (HR. 4700) or any substitute
thereof, opposes the adoption of Federal legis-
lation for such purposes; and be it further

Resolved, That we are not opposed to the
providing of medical care to the aged as we
recognize a present need for such care, but
our opposition stems from the Federal Gov-
ernment entering into the picture of medical
care particularly as part of our social security
system. This, we feel, leads us further
toward the door of socialized medicine which
is contrary to the principles of our American
democracy and, while theoretically possible,
breaks down under the practical implementa-
tion of such a program.

‘We feel that the immediate need for medi-
cal care for the aged, if provided, should be
accomplished on an individual voluntary
pasis with the participants contributing
toward the cost of their medical coverage.

We feel further that the following disad-
vantages overbalance the adopting of the
types of Federal legislation proposed:

1. Revenue would be insufficlent to carry
out the program thereby creating greater tax
imposition upon our economy and increasing
our national debt.

2. The Government would be competing in
the business of providing medical care, there-
by putting the Government in direct com-
petition with free enterprise, medical and
voluntary insurance programs, and putting a
brake on the adoption of sound medical bene-
fit programs by industry.

3. The Government would have to set fees,
name doctors, hospitals, nursing homes,
thereby placing an undue influence in the
medical benefits field.

4, Costs of medicines and appliances would
skyrocket out of proportion increasing the
cost of a program and possibly forcing the
Government into allied fields.

5. Fraud would be dificult to control and
we question whether or not the Government
would implement sufficient investigation to
uncover it in view of the fact that even in
our Internal Revenue Service there is a fail-
ure to provide sufficient investigators.

6. Our country’s economy would be af-
fected. It would increase the cost of doing
business without increasing productivity but
it would discourage personal savings, decrease
the supply of investment capital, and place
an even greater burden on Government to
supply the capital needed for an expanding
economy,

7. The individual would lose his or her
right to choose his own physician and hos-
pital.

8. It would destroy community efforts to
increase and improve health care and the
desire to provide such care for the local com~
munity.

9. It would impair the voluntary help of a
family to encourage self-help.

It is our opinion that most doctors have
always given free medical care to the aged
and indigent. Hospital clinics are ever in-
creasing in their scope of activity. Approxi-
mately 43 percent of those over age 65 are
now covered by voluntary health insurance,
including group plans paid for under retire-
ment programs and it is estimated that 75
percent of those who need and want such
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protection will be covered by 1965, and 90
percent by 1970.”

We trust this considered expression of
opinion will receive your customary careful
consideration.

J. HErBERT GRIMSEY,
President.

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF
EXECUTIVE PAPERS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Joint Select Committee on the
Disposition of Papers in the Executive
Departments, to which was referred for
examination and recommendation a list
of records transmitted to the Senate by
the Administrator of General Services,
that appeared to have no permanent
value or historical interest, submitted a
report thereon, pursuant to law.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. DODD:

5.3513. A bill to enable the United States
to participate in the resettlement of certain
refugees; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

(See the remarks of Mr. Dopp when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself and
Mr. HAYDEN) :

8. 3514. A bill to authorize the transfer of
a Bureau of Reclamation bridge across the
Colorado River near Needles, Calif.,, to San
Bernardino County, Calif., and Mohave
County, Ariz.; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

By Mr, CARROLL:

8. 3515. A bill for the relief of Fotios Gia-
noutsos (Frank Giannos); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr.
KEATING) :

5.3516. A bill to admit the vessels Forf
Town, Maple City, and Windmill Point to
American registry and to permit their use in
the coastwise trade; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BIBLE (by request):

8.8517. A bill to authorize the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia to plan,
construct, operate, and maintain a sanitary
sewer to connect the Dulles International
Alrport with the District of Columbia sys-
tem; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

(See the remarks of Mr. BrsLE when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. CAPEHART:

S.8518. A bill for the relief of Merrill
Ernest Pyle, Jr,; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. SPAREMAN:

5.8519. A bill for the relief of Henry
James Taylor; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himself and
Mr. Hmn) @

S.8520. A bill to stabilize cotton price
support for the 1961 crop; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. SPARKMAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. KERR:

8.35Z1. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to extend the time within
which a minister may elect coverage as a
self~employed individual for social security
purposes; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BIBLE (by request) :

5.3522. A bill to amend the act of June

19, 1948, relating to the workweek of the
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Fire Department of the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes; and

S.3523. A bill to authorize a judicial re-
view by the municipal court«of appeals for
the District of Columbia of certain actions
taken by the Alcoholic Beverage Control
Board: to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

PARTICIPATION IN RESETTLEMENT
OF CERTAIN REFUGEES

Mr., DODD. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
enable the United States to participate
in the resettlement of certain refugees.

On the whole, I believe that House
Joint Resolution 397 the chief measure
now pending before the Judiciary Com-
mittee is soundly conceived. However,
in view of our commitments to World
Refugee Year, I hope that the bill which
is finally enacted can be improved in a
few minor ways.

I am in favor of the 25-percent match-
ing formula contained in House Joint
Resolution 397. But I am bothered by
the fact that we had no refugee legisla-
tion on the books during most of World
Refugee Year. In the bill which I am
introducing, therefore, the 25-percent
formula is rewritten so that we commit
ourselves to parole into the United States,
during the course of the act, 25 percent
of the number of refugees resettled by
other countries from July 1, 1959, the
opening day of World Refugee Year, to
the terminal date of the act. This pro-
vision would have the effect of bringing
in, at most, another several thousand
refugees. Because of the small numbers
involved, I believe we can afford to err on
the side of being generous by making our
25-percent commitments retroactive to
the opening date of World Refugee Year.

One of the wonderful things about
World Refugee Year was that nations
which had previously not accepted
handicapped refugees opened their doors
to limited numbers of them and made
special provision to assist in their re-
habilitation. Australia, for example,
committed itself to take 600 handicapped
refugees, Canada agreed to take 100 ref-
ugees suffering from TB, Brazil offered
to admit 100 TB refugee families, New
Zealand took 50 handicapped refugees,
Sweden took several hundred, the United
Kingdom took 210 families of hard-core
refugees, and so on. Of the refugees ad-
mitted to this country under the bill I am
submitting, 500 numbers are allocated,
to be used at the discretion of the At-
torney General, for refugees who, because
of age or physical handicap, are listed as
difficult to resettle in the rosters of the
United Nations High Commissioner, but
who (a) are not institutional cases, (b)
suffer from no contagious diseases, (c¢)
can, in the opinion of the sponsoring vol-
unfary agency, be made self-supporting
with some assistance or are members of
family units which can be considered
self-supporting.

House Joint Resolution 397 limits ad-
missions to refugees under the mandate
of the United Nations High Commis-
sioner. I agree that this is where the
primary emphasis ought to be. How-
ever, I feel strongly that the High Com-
missioner’s definition of what consti-
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tutes a refugee is in certain respects
arbitrary and that we ought to make
some provision in our act for refugees
not accepted for protection by UNHCR.
UNHCR, for example, has refused to
grant refugee status to almost two-thirds
of all Yugoslav refugees who have es-
caped into Germany, Austria, and Italy
in recent years. The High Commis-
sioner’s eligibility criteria are based on
the concept of political persecution.
Refugees from Hungary, Poland, and the
other Iron Curtain countries are auto-
matically granted eligibility because
UNHCR accepts the fact that they have
escaped for political reasons. In the
case of the Yugoslavs, however, UNHCR
has taken the stand that most of them
escaped for economic reasons and, there~
fore, do not qualify. Personally, I do
not buy this business of kowtowing to
Tito's sensitivities. The Yugoslavs are
the largest group of non-UNHCR refu-
gees in Europe. We should not bypass
them because of their lack of UNHCR
status.

For reasons of equity, humanitarian-
ism, and international understanding, my
bill contains a clause which makes token
provision for non-UNHCR refugees—not
only for the Yugoslavs, but for various
national categories like the Italian refu-
gees from Tunisia, other Europeans up-
rooted and forced out of their countries
by the rising tide of Asian-African na-
tionalism; family reunion cases involv-
ing Chinese refugees in Hong Kong, and
so forth. The numbers involved in this
category under my bill would not be very
great—all told 2,000 each year for 2
years. But I attach a lot of importance
to the principle of not limiting ourselves
rigidly to the High Commissioner’s defi-
nition of a refugee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3513) to enable the United
States to participate in the resettlement
of certain refugees, introduced by Mr.
Dopop, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

CHANTILLY AIRPORT SEWER
INTERCEPTOR

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, by re-
quest I introduce, for appropriate refer-
ence, a bill to authorize the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia to
plan, construct, operate, and maintain
a sanitary sewer to connect Dulles In-
ternational Airport with the District of
Columbia system.

In brief, this proposal, advocated by
the White House, with the approval of
the Bureau of the Budget and the Fed-
eral Aviation Agency, represents a far-
reaching step in a long and continuing
fight to keep the Potomac River suffi-
ciently free of pollution to serve as
Washington’s drinking water supply.

This $28-million proposal calls for
construction of a huge sanitary inter-
ceptor and trunk sewerline to extend
from the District of Columbia to the
Dulles International Airport, at Chan-
tilly, Va., a distance of some 25 to 28
miles, depending on the route finally
selected. Its capaclty will be sufficient
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to provide not only for the airport and
its anticipated growth, but also for the
expected community growth and de-
velopment in the adjacent areas of both
Virginia and Maryland.

The bill provides authority for the
District of Columbia government to
make long-term deferred-payment loans,
not to exceed $25 million, to defray the
cost of the interceptor, since the system
outside of the District will not be im-
mediately self-supporting. It is pro-
posed that the Federal Government
make an outright $3-million contribu-
tion toward the development of plans
and acquisition of rights-of-way for the
interceptor and construction of the
trunkline from the airport to the inter-
ceptor.

Mr. President, this proposal envisions
that the Chantilly Airport and the Vir-
ginia and Maryland communities using
the sewer system will repay the $28 mil-
lion construction costs by use charges
over the years. It is anticipated that
this system will adequately serve all the
needs of the area through which it will
run through the year 2000, and that by
that date 700,000 people will utilize these
facilities.

This system will not cost the taxpayers
of the District of Columbia a single dol-
lar. Although the District of Columbia
government is designated as the agency
to proceed with immediate construction
and maintenance of the necessary air-
port sewerlines, all costs will be borne
by charges levied against the users of
the facility.

It is anticipated that 1 year will be re-
quired to complete the planning phases,
and an additional 2 years thereafter for
construction.

For those of us who serve on the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia and
the Joint Committee on Washington
Metropolitan Problems, this bill is in-
deed welcome, and represents a tangible
recognition by the executive branch of
what many of us believe is a proper and
necessary role for the Federal Govern-
ment in orderly Washington metropoli-
tan development.

This bill demonstrates the Federal
Government’s initiative and good faith
in trying to help solve, on a partnership
basis, the problems besetting our neigh-
boring States of Maryland and Virginia
and their metropolitan satellite jurisdic-
tions, when such problems arise as a di-
rect result of the growth generated from
the central city represented by the Dis-
trict of Columbia itself.

Certainly, Mr. President, this bill rep-
resents a realistically sensible metropoli-
tan area approach to a metropolitan area
problem.

I believe it incumbent upon the Con-
gress to act expeditiously on this bill, so
it can be passed before adjournment.

The proposed assignment of this proj-
ect to the District government and to the
Engineer Commissioner demonstrates, to
my mind, the high esteem in which Brig.
Gen., A. C. Welling is held by the execu-
tive and legislative branches of the Fed-
eral Government and the confidence
placed in him to handle effectively and
efficiently this important job.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriatley referred.
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The bill (S. 3517) to authorize the
Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia to plan, construct, operate, and
maintain a sanitary sewer to connect
the Dulles International Airport with
the District of Columbia system, infro-
duced by Mr. BieLE, by request, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and refer-
red to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

STABILIZATION OF COTTON PRICE
SUPPORT FOR 1961 CROP

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, as
many of us here in the Senate know,
existing law would allow the Secretary of
Agriculture to drop cotton price sup-
ports to 70 percent of parity in 1961.

My colleague, the senior Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hr] and I have studied
this matter and we find that farmers
cannot take such a parity cut. In the
State of Alabama cotton farmers could
lose as much as $14 per bale on the 1961
crop if parity were cut to 70 percent.

This $14 drop would eliminate or cut
sharply into profits per bale. Accord-
ingly, I am today introducing, for my-
self and my colleague, Mr. Hiun, a bill
which would place a floor of 75 percent
of parity on the 1961 crop and delay
until 1962 a change from seven-eighth
Middling grade as the standard for the
cotton price support base.

Under Secretary Benson’s policies price
supports have fallen since 1955 from 90
percent of parity to 75 percent for 1960
Choice A cotton. Further drift toward
lower prices could lead us into another
catastrophe like the depression of the
early 1930's.

My colleague and I decided to intro-
duce this emergency legislation because
cost of production in recent years has in-
creased steadily while the price received
by the farmer has moved downward.
These conditions could lead to disastrous
results if supports are lowered further.

With costs trending upward Alabama
farmers would have to spend somewhat
more than in recent years to make a 1961
crop and at the same time face the very
strong possibility that they would make
approximately $14 less per bale. Rising
costs and further parity cuts would also
adversely affect cotton farmers in other
cotton-growing States.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3520) to stabilize cotton
price support for the 1961 crop, intro-
duced by Mr. SpareMAN (for himself and
Mr. HiLr), was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
103 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as
amended, is amended by changing the figure
“70” In the second sentence to “75".

Sec. 2. Section 108 of the Agricultural
Act of 1958 is amended by changing the year
“1961” In the second sentence to “1962”.
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AMENDMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1934 RELATING TO COM-
MUNITY ANTENNA SYSTEMS—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
submit a series of amendments, which I
intend to propose to the hill (8. 2653) to
amend the Communications Act of 1934
to establish jurisdiction in the Federal
Communications Commission over com-
munity antenna systems, when that bill
is before the Senate for consideration. I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ments be printed in the Recorp, for the
information of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ments will be received, printed, and lie
on the table; and, without objection, the
amendments will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendments, submitted by Mr.
FuLBRIGHT, are as follows:

On the first page, line 8, strike out “pro-
grams” and insert in lleu thereof “signals”.

On the first page, line 9, strike out “pro-
grams” and insert in lieu thereof “signals”.

On page 4, line 12, strike out “program
services” and insert in lieu thereof “signals”.

On page 6, line 20, strike out “programs"
and insert in lieu thereof *"signals”.

On page 6, line 21, strike out “programs"
and insert in lieu thereof “signals™.

On page 6, line 25, strike out “programs”
and insert in lieu thereof “signals”.

On page 7, line 3, strike out “programs”
and insert in lieu thereof “signals”.

On page 7, line 8, strike out “programs”
and insert in lieu thereof “signals”.

Beginning on page 4, line 25, strike out
“significantly facilitate the continued” and
insert in leu thereof “facilitate the".

On page 5, line 7, strike out “continued”.

On page 6, line 11, strike out “continued”.

One page 7, line 11, strike out “in order”
and insert In lieu thereof *‘as may be re-
guired in the public interest”.

On page 3, line 19, before the period, insert
a colon and the followlng: “Provided, That
the Commission may by rule waive the appli-
cation of any section or subsection where it
shall find that the public interest, conven-
ience, and necessity will be served thereby”.

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL DE-
FENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1958—
ADDITIONAL COSFONSORS OF
BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the names
of the Senators from Michigan [Mr.
HarT and Mr. McNamaral, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNg] and the Sen-
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] be
added as cosponsors of Senate bill 3481,
a bill to amend the National Defense
Education Act of 1958 to provide for
loans to schoolteachers for summer
term, where they desire to attend school
for 3 months in the summer, being less
than the 9-month term for which loans
are now available.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield to the
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr, PASTORE. Is my name included
on the list as a cosponsor of that bill?
If not, I should like to ask unanimous
consent that it be included.
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTore] be included as a cospon-
sor of the bill and that his name appear
on the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I1thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island.
His interest in education is well known
in the Senate. Educators have told me
they believe this amendment would be
almost as beneficial as the original act
itself, because teachers’ earnings are so
low that years and years are required to
enable them to save enough money over
living expenses to enable them to at-
tend school in the summer. Thousands
of our teachers are quitting the teach-
ing profession. In my State about 20
percent each year are quitting. Statis-
ties prove that if they can continue their
learning they are less likely to quit the
profession, and by making these loans
available with a provision for payment
in 10 years, educators believe many
teachers who are quitting the profession
will remain in, because by going to sum-
mer school they will increase their learn-
ing and they will increase their oppor-
tunity to earn more money. At a mini-
mal cost I believe this measure will halt
the flight of teachers from the profes-
sion, which is adding greatly to our
problems.

In my own State we have 4,000 school-
teachers teaching who have only tempo-
rary certificates because school officials
have been unable to get qualified teach-
ers to teach.

Out of the 4,000, hundreds and hun-
dreds have had no more education than
a high school certificate. It is virtually
impossible in the country areas to get
qualified teachers because of the low pay.
This is a measure which will help keep
teachers in the profession and help
those who are not qualified to get some
training in the summer months to en-
able them to better fulfill their duties.
I think it will be of great benefit to the
educational process of this country.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PASTORE].

Mr. PASTORE. I think the Senator
has put his finger on the nub of this
problem. There has been a clamor over
the years for better qualified school-
teachers. This bill will assist in that di-
rection. I think our anxiety here should
not be so much to avoid any exodus of
schoolteachers from the profession,
which of course should be stopped, but
even more important than that is to
facilitate the continuance of study on
the part of these teachers into the sum-
mer months thus we can promote within
the community of education a flow of
better qualified teachers throughout the
Nation.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator. That is what the
evidence we heard in 1958 indicated;
namely, that some teachers are very
able, but do not know how to teach,
whereas other teachers know how to
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teach but do not know their subject.
At the present time teachers can gel
a loan, but they must stop teaching for
9 months. Under the bill the 3 months
summer session would make them eligi-
ble for loans.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

By Mr. MUNDT:

Remarks delivered by Senator THURMOND,
of South Carolina, in making presentation
of the George Washington Award to Senator
GOLDWATER, of Arizona, at the annual George
Washington dinner of American Good Gov-
ernment Society on April 30, 1960.

THIRTY-SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF
J. EDGAR HOOVER AS DIRECTOR
OF FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVES-
TIGATION

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, this
may be a good time to observe the fact
that today marks the 36th anniversary
of the beginning of the service rendered
by J. Edgar Hoover, the very distin-
guished leader of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation.
~ Mr. Hoover has had a singular record
indeed, and has contributed so notably
not only to law enforcement at the Fed-
eral level, but to the coordination of law
enforcement between Federal, local, and
State authorities.

I think the occasion can well be ob-
served; and I was rather happy to note
that the Legislature of the State of Illi-
nois issued a proclamation to that effect,
congratulating the distinguished Direc-
tor of the FBI on 36 years of very dis-
tinguished service.

I ask unanimous consent that the
proclamation be printed in the REecorp
as a part of these remarks.

There being no objection, the procla-
mation was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

“PROCLAMATION OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

“Whereas J. Edgar Hoover on May 10,
1960, completes 36 years as Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. De-
partment of Justice; and

“Whereas Mr. Hoover is the outstan
man in the fleld of law enforcement in the
United States; and

“Whereas Mr, Hoover has devoted his law
enforcement career to the improvement of
conditions in law enforcement throughout
the United States and in the State of Illi-
nois and has continuously worked for the
utmost cooperation between all law enforce-
ment agencies, Federal, State, and local; and

“Whereas Mr. Hoover has represented a
bulwark in this Nation against the forces of
subversion; and

“Whereas Mr. Hoover's leadership in the
fleld of law enforcement has provided an
inspiring example for the youth of this coun-
try, in which youth Mr. Hoover has a deep
and abiding interest; and

“Whereas Mr. Hoover, through the Federal
Bureau of Investigation has contributed sub-
stantially to the improvement of law en-
forcement in the State of Illinois: Now,
therefore,
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T, Willlam G. Stratton, Governor of the
State of Illinois, do hereby proclaim Tues-
day, May 10, 1960, as ‘J. Edgar Hoover Day’
throughout Illinois, and request the appro-
priate observance of the occasion and urge
all citizens to commemorate Mr. Hoover's
36th anniversary as Director of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation.”

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the great seal of the
Btate of Illinois to be affixed.

Done at the capitol, in the city of Spring-
field, this 6th day of May, in the year of our
Lord 1960, and of the State of Illinois the
142d.

Worram G. STRATTON,
Governor.

By the Governor:

CHARLES P, CARPENTIER,
Secretary of State.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to
associate myself in the tribute paid to
Mr. Hoover by the distinguished minority
leader. Mr. Hoover, in my estimation, is
one of the great public servants of our
time. Heisagood man. He isacompe-
tent man. He personifies all that is pa-
triotic in our Nation. He is my neighbor
and my friend, and I take great pride in
him

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. BRIDGES. Itoowant to associate
myself with the remarks made by the dis-
tinguished minority leader and with the
distinguished majority leader in paying
tribute to J. Edgar Hoover. Ithink he is
one of the outstanding Americans of our
time. I think he is a great public serv-
ant, and I think the United States of
America and the free world are better as
a result of his services.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Cor-
ToN in the chair). Does the Senafor
from Illinois yield to the Senator from
Towa?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to join in the expres-
sions of appreciation for Director J.
Edgar Hoover, and to approve, so far as
I am concerned, everything which has
been said by the minority leader and by
the majority leader of this body. The
United States and its security owe a debt
to the leadership of Mr. Hoover which
probably can never be fully appreciated
and can never be repaid. He has stood
fast against the encroachments of Soviet
espionage in this country under circum-
stances where strong men might have
faltered because of the periodic castiga-
tion which he has received from certain
elements in this country. Nevertheless,
he has done his duty as an American
safeguarding American inferests.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STEN-
ni1s in the chair). The Senator from
Nebraska,

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I wish to
add to the tribute paid to J. Edgar
Hoover. His service has been outstand-
ing. It isdifficult to imagine what would
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be the state of the Union were it not for
the service of J. Edgar Hoover. On this,
the anniversary of his entering the Fed-
eral service, he is entitled to the grati-
tude of the American people, and I am
sure he has it.

Mr. EEATING. Mr, President, today,
May 10, 1960, marks the 36th anniver-
sary of J. Edgar Hoover as Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. It
is wholly fitting that on this memorable
occasion the citizens of the United States
of America pay due homage to Mr.
Hoover as a public servant whose out-
standing work is a monument to his
competence and to his integrity.

The story of respect for law in Amer-
ica holds a glowing chapter in the career
of J. Edgar Hoover. If is only necessary
to recall the conditions of law enforce-
ment in the early 1920’s, when he began
his career, to realize the tremendous
forward strides which have been made
since that time in developing the
strength of enforcement which gives
meaning to a nation’s laws. A great
share of credit for that advance must
go to J. Edgar Hoover, a man who has
stood like a rock of character and dedi-
cation in the face of the most difficult
pressures and challenges of organized
crime.

Under the leadership of Mr. Hoover the
FBI has grown both in service and in
stature over the years. It has developed
enormous and invaluable files of infor-
mation about individuals, associations,
and organizations whose activities re-
quire the maximum of awareness and
vigilance in the public interest, and in
the security of our Nation.

The justly famed FBI file of finger-
prints has served a vital and ever-ex-
panding function in crime detection
throughout the 50 States. Direct refer-
ence to this file has been made available
to local police, and, through an elaborate
and highly efficient system of a data proe-
essing and communication, essential in-
formation is readily transmitted to law
enforcement agencies in every part of
America.

Through the initiative of Mr. Hoover,
the FBI National Academy was founded,
and has contributed importantly to the
unceasing war against crime in the
United States. In terms of the broader
international interests of our Nation, the
work of Mr. Hoover and his agency in
exposing subversive elements seeking
the overthrow of our free system of gov=
ernment remains both a high tribute to
this distinguishd American, and a source
of security and reassurance to the
American people.

As he embarks upon another year in
his long and preeminent career in the
service of law enforcement and national
security, it is my privilege to join with
all his fellow citizens in expressing the
Nation’s gratitude to Mr. Hoover, and in
extending heartfelt good wishes for his
health and happiness.

LEADERS FAVOR CONNALLY
RESERVATION REPEAL

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in a
world of rapid change and recurring
stresses, the leadership of the United
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States in the strengthening of world law
has become a matter of paramount im-
portance. In this nuclear age more than
at any other time in the history of the
civilized world, international law is the
only realistic and practical way to settle
differences and disputes among natlons.
It is therefore vital that we should do
everything in our power to promote an
intelligent understanding and respect for
the operation of law.

Columbia University's Bureau of Ap-
plied Social Research recently conducted
a poll of a sample of persons listed in
“Who’s Who in America” to determine
their attitude with respect to world law.
Since the discussion over repeal of the
Connally amendment has raised a ques-
tion in the minds of people over the
opinions held by many American leaders
on world law, it seems to me that the re-
sults of this poll would be significant.

A summary of the results of the poll
was prepared by the bureau of applied
social research on April 4.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
questionnaire and the summary printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Worrp LAw ML SURVEY REVEALS SUPPORT
BY “WHo's WHo" LisTEEs For UN. CHAR-
TER REVISION

Over half of a nationwide cross section of
prominent Americans who responded to a
mail survey favor the enactment of enforc-
ible world law under a revised U.N. Charter,

to the of a recent study
conducted by Columbia University’s Bureau
of Applied Soclal Research.

The study of “Who's Who" listees also in-
dicates that prominent Americans tend to
favor & proposal for the United States to
grant compulsory jurisdiction to the Inter-
national Court of Justice, in disputes arising
between the United States and other coun-
tries over international issues.

‘The study was conducted for the Pierce
Butler, Jr. Foundation for Education In
World Law. Dr. David L. Sills, the bureau’s
director of research, announced the results
of the

The Pierce Butler, Jr. Foundation was
founded in 1957 to “encourage, through edu-
cation, a widespread understanding of man-
kind's common interest in a peaceful world
government by law.” Omne of the founda-
tion's purposes is to encourage research; the
“world law poll” was sponsored by a special
committee of prominent Americans consist-
ing of Harrison 8. Brown, professor of geo-
chemistry, California Institute of Technol-
ogy; Henry B. Cabot, president, board of trus-
tees, Boston Bymphony Orchestra; Norman
Cousins, editor, the Staturday Review;
Oscar Hammersteln II, librettist; Rev. Donald
Szantho minister, the Commu-
nity Church of New York; Paul G. Hoffiman,
chairman, Hoffman Specialty Manufacturing
Co.; Arthur N. Holcombe, professor emeritus,
Harvard University, chairman, commission
1o study the organization of peace; Arthur
Larson, director, world rule of law center,
Duke Unlvmity. the Honorable Herbert H.
Lehman; A. J. G. Priest, professor of law,
University of Virginia; Walter P, Reuther,
vice president, AFL—CIO; Charles S. Rhyne,
former president, American Bar Association;
and Louis B. Sohn, professor of law, Harvard
Law School; former Senator Ralph Flanders.

A questionnaire was sent to two samples
of persons listed in the 1958-59 edition of
“Who's Who in America”: One sample, of
1,050, constituting a national cross section
of Who's Who listees; the other, of 244 per-
sons, from selected occupations,
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The inquiry, conducted in March and
April 1959, and which was directed by Bu-
reau Staff Member E. David Nasatir, had two
objectives. It sought, first, to show how the
opinions of prominent persons toward two
proposals for world law, as a means of pre-
venting future wars, might be related to
their beliefs concerning the likelihood of
war, the policies of the Soviet Union toward
other countries and the desirability of
strengthening the United Nations, The
study also sought to relate occupation, place
of residence, and other socia] attributes to
world law views.

The two world law proposals differ in
their central features: Proponents of one
proposal—the enforcible world law plan—
assume that serlous danger of war will prob-
ably continue to exist until both world law
to prevent war, and the means to enforce it,
are established. They have advocated that
the United Nations be given a broad range
of new powers for war prevention, including
the authority both to decide disputes be-
tween nations in U.N. courts of law and to
maintain a world police force to enforce the
courts’ decisions. The second proposal, the
World Court plan, seeks to have particular
nations—the United States, for example, In
its relations with other countries—grant
compulsory authority to the International
Court of Justice (the World Court) over dis-
putes which do not involve the domestic
affairs of either contending party. The pro-
ponents of this plan argue that the Court’s
effectiveness is impaired because the United
States and other nations reserve the right
to decide which disputes they will submit
to the Court's jurisdiction.

Dr. Sills emphasized that the survey's find-
ings—the major highlights of which are out-
lined below—should not be regarded as
necessarily representative of the views of all
prominent persons in Who's Who; this limi-
tation of the inquiry’s results—characteristic
of most opinion studies which use mail ques-
tionnaires—is attributable largely to the fact
that not all Who's Who listees to whom gques-
tionnaires were sent returned them.

Some prineipal results of the study are:

1. Individuals who favor the EWL (en-
forcible world law) plan are by and large
the same people who favor the World Court
proposal; and individuals who oppose the
first tend to oppose the second.

2. Relatively few individuals feel that “the
practical chances will be at least fair" for
the world's countries to reach agreement
on either proposal “within 20 years.”

3. Asked thelr beliefs about the chances
that the Communist countries might be in-
fluenced toward enforcible world law *“if
the noncommitted Aslan-African nations
strongly favored” it, most respondents who
favor the EWL plan replied that the Com-
munists would “definitely” or “probably” be
influenced; most of those who oppose it re-

that the Communists would *probably
not” be influenced.

4. Asked to indicate which of three dif-
ferent views about Russia's intentions most
closely approximated their own, 78 percent
of all respondents chose the statement:

“The Soviet Unlon is basically aggressive,
and is likely to continue trying to bring
more countries under its control throughout
our lifetime.”

(Other statements, abbreviated here, were

“aggressive today, but will probably stop as
the years go by"” and “not really aggressive,
only appear so at times for fear of attack
from Western countries.”)

5. Beliefs about the imminence of a new
war are not closely linked to viewpoints
about enforcible world law. Individuals who
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former favor the EWL plan slightly more
often than the latter.

6. Physicians, educators, and clergymen
most often favor either plan; lawyers, busi-
ness executives, writers/editors, and social
sclentists least often favor either onme. (Dif-
ferences between the two groups are not
extreme.) Younger respondents (48 years
and younger) are far more inclined than
older ones to favor either plan. Viewpoints
toward the two proposals do not vary appre-
ciably from one region of the country to
another.

Findings in the preceding summary are
based on cross-tabulations too extensive to
be presented here (although included in a
report to the Plerce Butler, Jr., Foundation).
Following are breakdowns of replies to most
of the separate items in the questionnaire.
At the end is & breakdown of viewpoints
toward enforcible world law, obtained by
analyzing sveral guestionnaire items simul-
taneously (as described in the report to the
foundation).

1. What do you think the chances are that
a major war, involving large-seale use of nu-
clear weapons, will occur in the next 10
years?

Percent

Likely __ 6
A 50-50 possibility 32
Not likely 57
No opinion (or did not answer)—ce—-e 5
Total 100

Nore—Equals 5§75 respondents.

2.Do you think that in the next 10 years
a limited war, say on the scale of the Korean
conflict, is likely?

Percent

Likely 33
A 50-50 possibility. 45
Not lkely 15
No opinion (or did not answer)......_ 7
Total 100

3. The following statements reflect differ-
ent viewpolnts about Russia’s intentlons.
Which one of the three statements most
closely approximates your own view?

Percent
The Soviet Union is “basically aggres-
sive,” and is likely to continue trying
to bring more countries under its con-
trol throughout our lifetime_________ 78
Russia 1s “aggressive today,” but will
probably stop trying to extend its con-
trol to other countries as the years go
by -- 16
The Soviets are “not really aggressi
but only appear so at times because
they fear attack from the Western

countries. 3
No opinion (and did not answer) ....-. 3
Total 100

4, Of the following four statements about
the best way for the United States to treat
disputes with Russia, which one comes clos-
est to your own view?

Percent
The United States, while avoiding risks
to national security, should *seek out
every opportunity” to negotiate
with Russia.
The United States, should remain will-
ing to negotiate “insofar as Russia
shows good falth™____ . ____
“Only where U.S. strength is such” that

Russia could not hope to gain by

breaking its word should the United

States consider n
'!‘hs United States should

tiating” with Russia. o oo oo
No opinion {(and did not answer) -....-

Total

5. Are there any steps which yom
sghould be taken, now or within the next

8

&

izl

@
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years, to “strengthen the United Nations™ 9. A second lomg-range proposal is fo re- ern and Communist countries might agree
as an agency for the prevention of war? vise the United Nations Charter to give the on a system of world law, incorporating those

Percent UN. sufficient powers to insure the security points you marked “Should” in question 9?
Yes. 52 of every nation under a system of enforci- Percent
No. 18 ble world law. Within 5 years. 2
No opinion (and did not answer)—————— 30 _ The authors of this plan reason that the 5 to 20 23

Total

6. Several long-range proposals to elimi-
nate the threat of war have been advanced
in recent years. Omne plan is to strengthen
the International Court of Justice (the
World Court) now at The Hague, and fo
have branches in different regions.

Its authors reason that, to rule out war,
there must be machinery to settle interna-
tional disputes peacefully, under law. Today,
the World Court cannot fulfill this purpose,
because nations now decide voluntarily to
submit their disputes to the Court’'s juris-
diction—and few nations have done so.

Under this proposal, ular nations
would agree to submit to the Court, on a
compulsory rather than voluntary basis,
certaln types of serious disputes—over inter-
national, but not over domestic, matters—
arising between them.

For each situation below: Do you think
the United States should or should not
grant compulsory jurisdiction to the World
Court, over disputes arising between the
United States and the other nation shown,
if that country is prepared to do the same?

Over disputes between the United States
and a NATO country:

Percent

Should 65
Should nof.... 21
No e e 14
Total- 100

Over disputes between the United States
and a “noncommitted” Asian or African
country, having no military pact with either
the United States or Russia?

Should
Should not.-
No opinion

Total

Over disputes between the United States
and a Communist country:

Percent

Should 44
Should not 37
No np!rﬂn‘n 19
Total R e 100

7. When do you think the practical chances
will be at least fair that the different non-
Communist countries (including the United
States) will be willing to give the World
Court eompulsory authority to settle dis-
putes arising among themselves?

Percent
‘Within 5 years. 6
b to 20 A2
More than 20
Probably never.

9
10

Impossible to estimate; too many
factors involved
No opinion (and did not answer) ______ 9
Total 100

8. When do you think the practical chances
will be at least fair that the different non-
Communist and Communist countries will be
willing to grant the World Court
authority to settle disputes between them?

Percent
Within 5 years, i
Five to 20. 11
More than 20 10

Probably never
Impossible to estimate; too many factors

involved
No opinion (and did not answer) ———— .- 9

Total

27

threat of war cannot be overcome unless
there is both a system of world law and the
means to enforce it.

Suppose the large majorlty of nations, In-
cluding the Western and Communist coun-
tries, were holding talks to consider estab-
lishment of world law under a new charter
and ways to make it work.

For each of the following, which would you
feel the U.N. should and which should it not
be given the power to do?

1. Raise dependable revenues for mainte-
nance of U.N. agencles by taxation of each
member nation.

Percent

Should have power to 3
Should not 14
No opinion (and did not answer) ————___ i3
Total- 100

2. Control exploration of outer space and
prevent its use for military purposes by
nations.

Percent

Should have power to. T0
Should not 12
No opinion (did not answer) ... 18
Total -— 100

3. Decide disputes between nations, In
U.N. courts of law (or in the World Court,
The Hague).

Percent

Should have power t0. oo 6
Should not. 10
No opinion (and did not answer) ... 14
Total 100

4. Have a police force, to enforce the
Court’s decisions.

Percent

Should have power tO_ oo ___ 68
Should not 18
No opinion (and did not answer)_____ 18
Total 100

5. Implement a plan to achieve and en-
force total disarmament of every nation
(except for small arms carried by local
police).

Percent

Should have powerto_______________ 53
Should not. 26
No opinion (and did not answer) __.__ 21
Total 100

6. Open membership In the TN. to all
nations.

Percent

Should have power t0_ - - e~ 59
Should not. 24
No opinion (and did not answer) _____ 17
Total 100

7. Abolish the veto within the U.N.

Percent

Should have power to________________ 68
Should not. 15
No opinion (and did not answer) - 17
Total 100

8. Apply world law to individuals as well
as nations,

Percent

Should have POWer $0---————— o ooo__ 29
Should not. 42
No opinion (and did not answery_______ 29
Total 100

10. When do you think the practical
chances will be at least falr that the West-

More than 20
Probably never.
Impossible to estimate; too many fac-
tors involved 38
No opinion (and did not answer) . _.___ 3

21
14

Total 100

11. If the noncommitted Asian-African
nations strongly favored a system of world
law, and were willing to joln the Western
countries in establishing it, do you think
their attitude would influence the Commu-
nist countries toward acceptance?

Perecent

Yes, definitely i |
Yes, probably 39
No, probably not 42
No opinion (and did not answer) .- 12
Total 100

12. Do you think the U.S. Government
should or should not advance specific pro-
posals to establish a system of enforcible
world law at this time?

Percent

Should 66
Should not 22
No opinion (and did not answer) ... 12
Total 100

13. If you answered “Should” how much
importance do attach personally to
whether the United States actually does ad-
vance such proposals, say within the next
10 years?

P
It's essential for the United States to do
this
It's not essential, but it iz guite im-
|

a7

portan
The United States should do this, but

it’s not too important. 4
It doesn't really make much difference_. 1
No answer. 1

Total — 100

Nore—Equals 379 respondents instead of
676 as in previous questions

14, A of viewpoints toward en-

forcible world law: Obtained by combining
replies to questions 9 and 12 as explained in
:rehspterm of the report to the Plerce Butler,
.. Foundation.
Percent
1. Approve of the enforcible world law
plan 54

Approve in full; favor all 8 UN.

powers
Approve with limitations;
most powers.

2. Misconstrue the EWL concept_______
3. Express no viewpoint toward enforc-
ible world law. 8
4. Not opposed in prineiple, but don't
want United States to advance
EWL: proposals oW ——
5. Disapprove in principle_____________ 8

Disapprove with exceptions;
ject most powers_ . ___-.- ]
Disapprove in full; reject all 8
powmk
Total
Nore—Equals 575 respondents.

RUMANTIA INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr, JAVITS, Mr. President, on the
eve of the summit conference it is well
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to remember the nations held captive
under Communist tyranny whose strug-
gle for freedom goes on. One of these
nations is Rumania, whose people today
commemorate the independence from the
Ottoman Empire proclaimed on May 10,
18717.

America’s ties with the people of Ru-
mania are based on a strong sympathy
for their national aspirations. Decades
of Communist rule have not succeeded in
crushing their hope for liberty and free-
dom from Communist oppression, which
we firmly support.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a proclamation by
Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller, of New York,
naming May 10, 1960, as Rumanian
Independence Day.

There being no objection, the procla-
mation was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

“PROCLAMATION OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK,
ExECUTIVE CHAMBER, ALBANY

“On May 10, 1877, the people of Rumania
proclaimed their independence of the Otto-
man Empire, and confirmed their freedom
on the field of battle. The accomplished
fact was ratified by the Congress of Berlin
in 1878, recognized by the powers of Europe
and eventually also by our own Government.
“Four years later, also on May 10, Charles I
was crowned EKing of Rumania.

“Americans of Rumanian descent under-
standably have a warm feeling for that day,
and revere it both as commemoration of the
past and as a symbol for the future: Now,
therefore

“I, Nelson A. Rockefeller, Governor of the
State of New York, do hereby proclaim May
10, 1960, as ‘Rumanian Independence Day' in
New York State, and I urge cooperation in
its observance.”

Given under my hand and the privy seal
of the State at the capitol In the city of
Albany this 28th day of April in the year
of our Lord 1960.

NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER,

By the Governor:

WirrLiaMm J. RONAN,
Secretary to the Governor,

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, today,
May 10, is celebrated as Rumanian Inde-
pendence Day.

More than 17 million Rumanians con-
stitute one of the largest nationality
groups in the Balkans. These splendid
and courageous people have had the mis-~
fortune to suffer under oppressive alien
regimes during most of modern times.
In point of fact, they were obliged to
struggle hard and fight continuously in
defense of their freedom throughout
their long history.

Late in the 15th century Rumania was
overrun and conguered by the Ottoman
Turks, and for centuries Rumanians lived
under the rule of cruel Ottoman sultans,
For several centuries they endured the
almost unbearable yoke of these alien
rulers, but they succeeded in maintain-
ing their traditional national beliefs and
ideals. In the middle of the last cen-
tury they had their chance to attain
their goal of independence, and after
the conclusion of the Crimean War in
1856 they regained a considerable meas-
ure of autonomy under the guarantee
of the great powers of Europe. Years
later, during the Russo-Turkish War of
1877-18, they again saw their chance
and seized upon the occasion by declaring
their independence on May 10, 1877.
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This bold initiative culminated in the
founding of the Rumanian kingdom
in 1881.

We all are familiar with the present
fate of the courageous people of Ru-
mania. Locked behind the Iron Curtain
of Communist tyranny, they stand de-
prived of the great gift of freedom which
had been won with their blood and sac-
rifice. On this, the day of commemora-
tion in the sacred history of their liberty,
let us pledge never to forget the plight
of the Rumanian people so long as the
gates of oppression are closed upon them.
Indeed, let us renew our pledge and our
efforts to work for the ultimate deliver-
ance which they yearn for and which
they so richly deserve.

Mr. BEALL. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp, a brief statement which I
have prepared on the Rumanian Inde-
pendence Day, which is being commem-
orated today, May 10.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BEALL

On May 10, 1881, King Carol was crowned
King of United Rumania, and since that
time May 10 has been ohserved as the day
of the founding of the Rumanian king-
dom, or Rumanian Independence Day.

After the conclusion of the Crimean War,
the Rumanian people regained their auton-
omy with the guarantee of sovereignty by
the great powers of Europe. But the in-
dependence of the nation was comparatively
short lived; Rumania came under the Com-
munists, and today 17 million Rumanians
live in their homeland under Communist
totalitarian rule. This day is observed by
Rumanians throughout the world, and espe-
cially by Rumanians living in America, but
it is not observed in Rumania itself. The
Communist rulers of that country have for-
bidden any public observance of this his-
toric date which is so important in the
hearts of Rumanians. This is part of the
Communist plan to extinguish freedom.

However, the Communist rule cannot ex-
tinguish the observance of this day in the
hearts and minds of the Rumanian people.
Despite Communist repression, the Ruman-
ian people's resolute courage and steadfast
faith in freedom continues unbroken.

Our Nation Is proud of the many persons
of Rumanian descent among its population.
They have contributed substantially to our
culture and industry, and are among our
most responsible citizens.

Let us here in the Senate—and all Amer-
icans—renew the historic bonds of friend-
ship with the liberty-loving Rumanian peo-
ple, and pray that the day will soon come
when the people of that nation may again
live in freedom and independence.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
American people have never forgotten
the countries which lie behind the Iron
Curtain. Their tragic slavery under
Communist domination stirs the moral
conscience of all Americans. Today,
marks the independence day of once free
Rumania.

Mr. President, it gives me great pleas-
ure to join with all Americans of Ru-
manian descent and the Rumanians now
behind the Iron Curtain in observing the
anniversary of Rumanian independence
which was won on May 10, 1877.

Today, the proud people of this tragic
land live under the crushing burden of
Soviet rule. The Red tyranny is op-
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pressive and cruel, but we know the
spirit of freedom and national pride
still glows in the hearts of its citizenry.
Continued passive resistance to Com-
munist objectives is acknowledged even
by the oppressors.

On this occasion, we pay tribute to
the courage and sturdiness of Rumanian
patriots who stand steadfast for inde-
pendence, and although they cannot
openly commemorate this anniversay,
we know their hearts are filled with de-
votion and love for their past liberties.

Let us assume the Rumanian people
that they are not forgotten and that our
prayer is the hope that not in the too-
far-distant future, Rumanians will again
be privileged to openly observe their day
of independence and will be free from
Communist domination.

BIRTHDAYS OF REPRESENTATIVES
EMANUEL CELLER AND JOHN TA-
BER OF NEW YORK

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish
to join with others of my colleagues in
commemorating the birthdays of Eman-
UEL CEeLLER, of New York, and Jomwn
TaBer, of New York, respectively, our
senior Democrat and Republican in the
New York State congressional delega-
tion. The depth of my affection for
these men has been one of the great
pleasures of my congressional career.

EmANUEL CELLER, though of the other
party from mine, has joined with me
and I with him in many struggles in the
House of Representatives, especially for
civil rights and civil liberties. His de-
votion to the best possible relations be-
tween the United States and Israel, and
the great meaning of that objective to
s0 many of our people in New York, are
very well known. I pay him the highest
tribute today for the many years of
honorable service, in which he has
fought many fights so worthwhile for
our country, no matter what might
be our differences on policy which have
arisen in the interim.

As to Mr. JoEN TABER, there are few
who are as useful to our country. At his
present ripe age of 80, his keen sense
of protection of the financial situation of
the country is legendary in the House of
Representatives, and indeed, in the
United States. Our Nation owes him a
great debt of gratitude, and I hope no
one will be confused by particular ques-
tions of policy when they are compared
to the enormous service Joun TABER has
rendered to our country as a watchdog
of the Treasury. I also pay tribute to
the warmth of personality of Mr. TABER,
whose friendship I have enjoyed dur-
ing all the years since I first came to
the House of Representatives.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
ident, like the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from New York, I, too, served in the
House of Representatives for many years,
and among my most precious memories
are my associations over there. I wish
to applaud and associate myself with the
tribute the Senator has paid to his col-
league from New York, Mr. CELLER. He
is an enlightened legislator and a dili-
gent Member of Congress. He is always
affable and fair and considerate of those
with whom he may disagree. I am very
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proud of his friendship and of the op-
portunity I have had to work with him
on various matters since I have come to
the Senate.

I would not want the record to be
closed without paying tribute fo my
friend Joun TaBer. I do not know of
any man in government who has
worked more insistently and diligently
and determinedly to save the taxpayers
money than has Joun TaBer. I have not
always shared the viewpoint he has ex-
pressed in conference committees and in
subcommittees and on the floor, but I
have always known that he is an honest
man and that he believes in the view-
point he expresses. He never pulls
punches, and he always exercises a good
influence on Congress. I am happy that
he has been privileged to serve a great
State in a great body. The people of
America have benefited from that serv-
ice. Therefore I join in wishing him a
happy birthday, and express the hope
that he will enjoy many more,

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I am very
grateful to the majority leader. New
York State can be justly proud of these
two men when they rate the kind of
tribute which has just been paid them
by the distinguished majority leader.

RUSSIAN ESPIONAGE IN THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, there
is a great uproar around the world at the
discovery that the Armed Forces defend-~
ing the free world against the onslaught
of Communist tyranny employ espionage
as part of this defense.

The Red dictator, Nikita S. Khru-
shchev, expresses a great moral distress
at this discovery. Some of our allies pro-
fess to be dismayed that we use intelli-
gence agents to gather intelligence re-
garding the plans of an enemy who has
brayed out that he intends to “bury us.”

It is not for me at this time to dwell
on what is presently ocecwrring in this
area, but I should like to explore what
the headwaters of this problem really
are, and to relate some of the disclosures
and reports of the Internal Security Sub-
committee which have been recorded
through the years, and which are well
documented.

Where are the headwaters of this
problem, Mr. President? The answer to
that question has been overflowing into
the record all over the world for the past
43 years. Let me give a few summaries
from that record.

I quote first from the Second Report of
the Subcommittee on Internal Security
of March 22, 1954, on “Activities of U.S.
Citizens Employed by the United Na-
tions':

On December 13, 1917, Lenin’s handful of
Bolsheviks, who had just selzed the govern-
ment of Russia, appropriated 2 million -
bles for the needs of the revolutionary Inter-
nationalist movement. Here is the language
of the official ordinance as published in the
Gazette of the Temporary Workers and Peas-
ants Government, December 13, 1917, and
furnished to the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee by Secretary of State Charles
Evans Hughes:

“The Soviet of Peoples Commissars con-
siders it necessary to comes forth with all

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

aid, Including finaneial ald, to the assistance
of the left, international wing of the work-
ers movement of all countries, entirely re-
gardless whether those countries are at war
with Russia, or in an alllance, or whether
they retain their neutrality.”

This was the original declaration of revo-
lution against the clvilized governments of
the world. It was an official statement. It
was Implemented also by Moscow-inspired
revolutionary activity on every continent of
the globe.

In 1820, Woodrow Wilson's Secretary of
SBtate, Bainbridge Colby, looked at the plain
facts of Communist activity, which were vis-
ible everywhere then, as they are now, and
arrived at this conclusion:

“The existing regime in Russia 1s based
upon the negation of every principle of
honor and good faith. * * * The responsible
leaders of the regime have frequently and
openly boasted that they are willing to sign
agreements and undertakings with foreign
powers while not having the slightest in-
tention of observing such undertakings or
carrying out such agreements.

“They have made it quite plain that they
intend to use every means, including, of
course, diplomatic agencies, to promote such
revolutionary movements in other countries.

“Inevitably, therefore, the diplomatic serv-
ice of the Bolshevist Government would be-
come a channel for intrigues and the propa-
ganda of revolt against the institutions and
laws of countries, with which it was at
peace.”

In 1921, the British Government granted
de facto recognition to the Soviet Govern-
ment by means of a trade agreement. The
agreement provided for the prohibition of
Bolshevik propaganda In Great Britain,
Only 2 short years later, Britain threatened
to terminate that agreement because So-
viet agents were spreading anti-British
propaganda in Afghanistan, Persia, and
India.

In 1924, regardless of what had already
happened, Britain granted the U.S.S.R. de
Jure recognition. Three years later it ter-
minated both the trade agreement and rec-
ognition because the Soviet diplomatic serv-
ice in Great Britain was acting as a “chan-
nel for intrigues and the propaganda of re-
volt,” precisely as our American Secretary of
State had predicted 7 years before (“Trends
in Russian Foreign Policy”, pp. 6, 7, 8, 10).

In 1924, China and the U.SSR. estab-
lished “normal” diplomatic relations. Under
the treaty each country was to refrain from
spreading pro da against the institu-
tions of the other. Three years later China
broke off relations because the Sovlet diplo-
matic service, once more was acting as a
channel for intrigues and the propaganda of
revolt (ibid., pp. 8, 10, 11).

In 1924, Mexico recognized the U.SSR.
In 1930, Mexico withdrew that recognition
(ibid., pp. 9, 11).

In 1926 Uruguay recognized the U.S.S.R.
In 1935, Uruguay withdrew that recogni-
tion, Communist activity in Uru-
guay and elsewhere in South America (Ibid.,
pp. 9, 15).

Despite this record of Soviet perfidy,
the United States extended diplomatic
recognition to the Soviet Government in
1933 after an exchange of letiers be-
tween President Roosevelf and Maxim
Litvinov, Soviet Foreign Minister, in
which Litvinov pledged that the Soviet
Union would:

(1) respect the United States and refrain
from interference in the internal affairs of
the United States or its territories or pos-
sesslons,

(2) refrain from any propaganda, or acts
to disturb the tran , prosperity, order
or security of the United States,

(3) prevent the formation of any group
on Soviet soll, which has the ailm of over-
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throwing the political or soclal order of the
whele or any part of the United States.

This was the first agreement the Soviet
Union ever signed with the United
States. It was violating the agreement
at the very moment that Litivinov was
putting his signature to it, it has never
ceased to violate this agreement, and it is
still violating this agreement today, 27
years after it was signed.

Now I will continue with excerpts from
the Internal Security Subcommittee doc-
ument on “Sovief Political Agreements
and Results.”

In 1945 the Soviet Government was still
our ally, In the war to establish the prin-
ciples of the Atlantic Charter. In September
of that year, Igor Gousenko, a Soviet diplo-
mat, went to the Canadian Government with
documents which eaused an immediate in-
vestigation by a speclally appointed Cana-
dian Royal Commission. When that Investi-
gation was concluded, the Royal Commission
found:

“There exists In Canada a fifth column
organized and directed by Russian agents in
Canada and in Russia" (the report of the
Royal Commission, p. 685).

“Members of the staff of the Russian Em-
bassy at Ottawa were actively engaged In
g:?mlsalbla esplonage activities” (ibid., p.

The Royal Commission also stated:

“So far as the evidence discloses, the first
head of the Military Intelligence espionage
system in Canada after the arrival of the
Soviet Minister was Sergel N. Koudrlavtzev,
whose official title was First Secretary of the
Legation [Iater Embassy]™ (ibid., p. 15).

“Major Sckolov, on his arrival in Ottawa
in 1942, began to reform the previous ergani-
zation, and was directed by Molier, who has
been identified as one Mikhailev, an official
of the Soviet Consulate In New York who
tl:g.:)ne to Canada for that purpose” (ibid., p.

On October 28, 1953, Ismail Ege, for-
mer chief of the Fourth Section of So-
viet Military Intelligence, appeared be-
fore the subcommittee. He testified that
the General Staff Intelligence Depart-
ment of the Soviet Union used interna-
tional bodies to conduct espionage. He
proved his point by showing that Sergei
Koudriavtzev, who had been head of the
Red spy apparatus in Canada, later
joined the Soviet delegation to the
United Nations.

Let us also remember, Mr. President,
that Judith Coplon’s espionage partner,
Valentin Gubitchev, was attached to the
Soviet delegation to the United Nations.
He was caught redhanded, in company
with Coplon herself, and found guilty,
but the U.S. Government returned him
to the Soviet Union instead of sending
him to prison.

On May 12, 1949, Kirill Mikhailovich
Alexesv, who had been attached to the
Soviet Embassy in Mexico, told the sub-
committee that “all responsible workers
of a Soviet Embassy are members of the
secret intelligence service of the Soviet
Government.”

In 1951 the Special Committee on Un~
Filipino Activities of the Philippine
Government found that “the Communist
Party is the vanguard of the Soviet
Union here; its border patrol on Filipino
shores.”

In 1955, an Australian Royal Commis-
sion found that there had been operating
out of the Soviet Embassy in Canberra,
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a Soviet spy apparatus of the same kind
that was discovered in Canada. Vlad-
imir Petrov, the defector from the em-
bassy who uncovered this apparatus,
made a memorable statement about his
country’s espionage activities. Here is
what he said—as quoted in the Internal
Security Subcommittee Annual Report
for 1957:

Espionage is a distinet and prinecipal Soviet
industry. This must be so; because the So-
viet Union, alone of all the great powers,
regards itself as being in a continuous and
chronic state of covert warfare with the
whole world outside the borders of the Com-
munist empire. And conspiratorial tech-
nigues are natural to a regime that seized
power and maintains power by conspiratorial
methods. Soviet espionage has reaped a rich
harvest by such methods, especially against
friendly and unsuspecting countries.

I read now from the Internal Security
Subcommittee publication, “Soviet Po-
litical Agreements and Results,” a staff
study published in 1959:

May 10, 1948: Costa Rica broke relations
with the US.8.R., because the Costa Rican
Communist Party with the help of interna-
tional communism had taken control of the
government, which provoked a civil war.

The same document tells us, Mr. Presi-
dent, that Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Venezuela,
Israeli, Australia, Guatemala, and Iraq
have all suspended diplomatic relations
with the U.S.S.R. since World War IL
The same document tells us that:

The Canadian Government ordered home
G. F. Popov, Second Secretary of the Sovlet
Embassy, because he was engaged in
esplonage.

The United Nations ordered home Viktor
Invanovich Petrov, a Russian employee of
its Secretariat, because he was engaged in
espionage.

Last summer, Alexander Urevitch
Kaznachoev fled from his post in the
Soviet Embassy in Rangoon and took
refuge in the U.S. Embassy. He told the
Associated Press that the main occupa-
tion of all the Soviet Embassy staff—in
Rangoon—is to spy.

Kaznachoev appeared before the sub-
committee on December 14, 1959, to tell
of his espionage activities under the
orders of the Kremlin., He told us that
his espionage chief in Rangoon was Ivan
Vozsiy, who masqueraded as Pirst Secre-
tary of the Soviet Embassy.

J. Edgar Hoover, who knows more
about this subject than any man in the
United States, summarized the story in
8 speech made before the United Ameri-
can Mechanics in Charleston, W. Va., on
June 16, 1959, as follows:

As the No. 1 target of worldwide commu-
nism, the United States is the prime objec-
tive of Bovlet esplonage. Soviet defectors are
unanimous in stating that between 70 and
80 percent of Russian officials in the United
States are members of the Red Intelligence
Bervices. The importance that the U.SS.R.
is currently attaching to the value of these
intelligence agents is vividly borne out by the
sharp increase in the number of Soviet diplo-
matic personnel assigned to the United
States. In May, 1954, there were 212 Soviet
officials in the United States. Five years
later that number has increased to 313, or an
increase of almost 50 percent.

Soviet espionage activities in this country
expose the fallacy of so-called peaceful co-
existence in recent years; pseudo appeals for
peace by Communists have been more than
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matched by intensified Communist espionage
efforts in the United States. Using black-
mall, bribery, and similar techniques, Com-
munist agents, many with diplomatic im-
munity, are stepping up their efforts to
obtain our military, scientific, and indus-
trial secrets for use against us.

Mr. Hoover intently analyzed the 17th
National Convention of the Communist
Party, U.S.A., which was held in Decem-
ber 1959. The Subcommittee on Infer-
nal Security published his findings.
Here is a part of what he said:

The party will remain in the future—as
it has been in the past—an obedient slave
of Moscow. No mnew personalities were
brought into the party's top leadership.
Rather, leadership is today exercised by the
same corps of hardened, disciplined, veteran
Communists who feel that Moscow repre-
sents the final goal of all of mankind's hopes.
So-called rightwing Communists are not rep-
resented. They have either voluntarily re-
signed in complete disillusionment or been
coldbloodedly purged.

The Communist conspiracy in America to-
day is led by a man who has openly boasted
that he was willing to take up arms and fight
to overthrow our form of Government. Hall
was convicted in Minneapolis, Minn., in 1934,
in connection with a riot there when he
was a member of the Young Communist
League. During his trial he testified as
follows:

“Question. But you would prefer the Rus-
slan—you would prefer to be in Russia?

“Answer. I prefer America with a Soviet
Government.

“Question. And you are willing to fight and
overthrow this Government?

“Answer. Absolutely.

“Question. And you are willing to take up
arms and overthrow the constituted authori-
ties?

“Answer. When the time comes, ‘Yes.'"”

Only a few weeks ago, the Subcom-
mittee on Internal Security summoned
Hall to the witness stand and read him
the words I have just quoted to you and
gave him opportunity to disavow them.
He refused it.

Mr. President, it is my suggestion that
we not lose our heads at the revelation
that the free world uses espionage to
defend itself.

Let us look at the headwaters of the
stream.

Let us remember the words of the
Communist manifesto:

The Communists disdain to conceal their
views and aims. They openly declare that
their ends can be attained only by the

forcible overthrow of all existing social
conditions.

AMERICAN PEACE SOCIETY FORUM
TO EXPLORE THE NATURE OF
PEACE IN THE COMING YEARS

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I call
the attention of the Senate to a rather
unusual seminar which is to be held here
in Washington tomorrow night. It will
be cosponsored by the American Peace
Society and the American University,
and will be held in the School of Inter-
national Service Lounge on the Ameri-
can University campus, Massachusetts
and Nebraska Avenues NW., on Wednes-
day, May 11, at 8 p.m.

Participating in the seminar will be a
group of distinguished experts on the
subject of “The Redefinition of Peace.”
Dr. Stefan Possony, professor of govern-
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ment at Georgetown University, will dis-
cuss “The Communist Requirements for
Peace.” Dr. William Yandell Elliot, of
Harvard University, will speak on the
subject “Our National Peace Policy.”
Dr. Bonaro Overstreet, the coauthor of a
recent bestselling book on communism,
who has just returned from a trip to the
Soviet Union, will speak about “New
Ways to an American Contribution to
Peace.” The moderator for the forum
will be a distinguished former Member
of this body, Hon. Homer Ferguson, who
now serves as chief judge of the U.S.
Court of Military Appeals.

Mr. President, I urge all who can do so
to attend this interesting discussion of
the nature of peace in the years ahead.
Fresh and imaginative thinking on this
topic is of supreme importance as we
approach the summit conference and the
crises which must inevitably lie ahead,
and I am confident much food for
thought will emerge from this seminar.

The American Peace Society, which
has long pioneered in this vital field, is
the oldest peace society in America. Ifs
cosponsorship of this forum is in keeping
with the high traditions and leadership
of the society, and I hope many people
will take advantage of the opportunity
represented by this forum.

WRUL BROADCASTS TO CUBA

Mr. KEATING. Mr, President, sev-
eral weeks ago I pointed out on the floor
of the Senate that Cuba’s lack of a free
press had made it virtually impossible
for the Cuban people to get the facts
about what is happening in their home-
land. I stated that in view of these con-
ditions, it is imperative that the United
States embark on a truth campaign
which will bring our side of the story to
Cuba.

Since making that statement on the
floor, I have been advised that station
WRUL, the international broadecasting
station, has launched a series of truth
programs for Cuba, in an effort to pierce
the curtain of censorship drawn by the
Castro government over all press, radio,
and television in Cuba.

According to information which has
been furnished to me by the station,
WRUL recently began a series of
nightly—Monday through Friday—
broadcasts sponsored by a group of
Cuban exiles who have banded together
in Miami to create a program series
called Por Cuba y Para Cuba—On Be-
half of Cuba and For Cuba. These
Spanish-language programs are broad-
cast from 9 to 9:30 p.m., e.st., on the
shortwave 19 meter band at 15.38 mega-
cycles and on the 25 meter band at 11.83
megacycles, over radio beams directed
across Cuba.

The director of the program series is
Andres Vargas-Gomez, the former Cuban
Ambassador to the United Nations in
Europe, who last month resigned in Gen-
eva, Switzerland, after rejecting the
Castro administration as Communist in-
spired.

The programs feature the voices of
two brothers Pedro and Rene Leyva, both
of whom worked on the Castro-con-
fiscated Havana newspaper Advance,
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Pedro, 32, had been a columnist for that
newspaper. Rene, 46, was news edifor,
before both were exiled by Dr. Castro.

Each day, Mr. Vargas-Gomez and his
staff cull from Cuban newspapers flown
to Miami items which they know to be
propaganda. The programs’ producers
compare these items with the verified
facts and with reports from friends in-
side Cuba who smuggle information into
the “Para Cuba” headquarters in Miami.

The programs are then recorded in a
secret studio in Miami, and are relayed
to the WRUL studios in New York City.
They are then edited and played back at
9 p.m. over the station’s powerful short-
wave transmitters in Massachusetts.

Indication of the impact of these
broadcasts is evidenced by Castro’s re-
cent comments against them over
Havana radio. In addition, letters from
Cuban listeners, testifying to a growing
audience for these programs, are begin-
ning to flow into the WRUL offices.

Beaming the truth to people who are
denied access to it by government cen-
sorship is an old story to this 25-year-
old station, which has become known as
The Voice of Freedom.

As far back as 1940, WRUL was offi-
cially credited with being instrumental
in saving 900 merchant ships from Nazi
capture.

At that time the station, which has al-
ways had an extensive audience aboard
ships at sea, broadcast to the Norwegian
shipping fleet repeated warnings not to
return to their Nazi-occupied home
ports.

In 1941, this pioneer international sta-
tion fed information behind the Nazi
lines into the Balkans, with a view to-
ward aiding democratic resistance units
in Yugoslavia to spread truth to offset
Nazi propaganda.

Following World War II, WRUL aimed
programs at Italy, as part of a success-
ful effort to keep Italy from going Com-
munist in a critical national election.

Most recently, WRUL was effective in
broadcasting to Latin America the truth
about the Communist-inspired riots dur-
ing the tour of Vice President Nixon.

WRUL was established in 1935 by
Walter S. Lemon, president of the sta-
tion, as a world radio university dedi-
cated to the idea that a private broad-
casting station could disseminate educa-
tion to remote areas of the world by
radio.

Approval of the sale of WRUL to the
Metropolitan Broadcasting Corp., of New
York, is pending before the Federal
Communications Commission. The Met-
ropolitan Broadcasting Co. now operates
the following radio and television sta-
tions: WNEW and WNEW-TV, New
York City; WIP, Philadelphia; WHE,
Cleveland; WTTG, Washington; WTVH,
Peoria; and KEOVR, Sacramento-Stock-
ton, Calif.

WRUL regularly beams, 7 days a week,
to all of Latin America, including the
Caribbean, Mexico, Central America,
and South America, as well as to West-
ern Europe and Africa. Programs are
broadcast in English, Spanish, Portu-
guese, Norwegian, and Swedish.

Mr. President, I appreciate this op-
portunity to call the attention of the
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Senate to WRUL’s important new pro-
gram, which should be helpful in con-
nection with projecting to the Cuban
people the true story about the Cuban
situation.

TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMIN-
ISTRATION

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
Rural Electrification Administration will
celebrate its 25th anniversary on
Wednesday, May 11, 1960. This is truly
a great occasion for a Government pro-
gram which has become a symbol of
rural progress. Almost 5 million farm
families throughout our Nation enjoy the
benefits and accomplishments realized
under the REA. It is with great pleas-
ure and enthusiasm that I join in paying
tribute, during this silver jubilee, to one
of the finest and most constructive
programs enacted by Congress.

Mr. President, the local rural electric
systems, authorized by the REA Act of
1935, are local organizations that build
powerlines and provide electric service
to farmers and rural areas. They are
usually owned by the local people they
serve; and, as a result, they are inde-
pendent business organizations. Capital
is borrowed from the Rural Electrifica-
tion Administration, these interest-
bearing loans are repaid to the Govern-
ment on a regular schedule. Approxi-
mately $4 billion of loans to local sys-
tems have been approved by REA; and
the repayment record is outstanding. As
of December 1, 1959, more than $823
million in prinecipal had been repaid, and
approximately $397 million in interest
had been paid.

The local system obtains its electrieity
for resale to farmers from private power
companies, Federal agencies, and other
suppliers. The purchase of eleciric
energy by the REA has increased from
300 million kilowatt-hours in fiscal year
1940 to more than 21 billion kilowatt-
hours in 1958.

Today, 96 percent of our farms have
electricity, and the average farm uses
more than 343 kilowatt-hours a month.
Only 10 percent of our farms had elec-
tricity when the REA Act was passed in
1935: but today more than one-half of all
farms which have electricity are served
by the REA. Our American agriculture
has actually been converted from the
“dark ages” of 1935, when fewer than
11 percent of our farms had electricity,
to the brighter years of today, when al-
most all farms are being served in this
way. The REA reports that there are
more than 450 ways to use electricity on
farms.

In the case of our own State of Missis-
sippi, only 2,802 farms had electricity in
1935. In 1959, 191,900 farms had this
service, and 78.3 percent were served by
the REA. We now have 53,512 miles of
powerlines. Consumption per farm has
increased from 40 kilowatt-hours in
1941, and 95 kilowatt-hours in 1950, to
over 207 kilowatt-hours in 1958. This
illustrates the increased use of electrical
equipment on farms and in the home.
The REA has given our farmers new
hope and a better way of life. It has
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given added strength to our farm econ-
omy and our national economy.

The Rural Electrification Administra-
tion was given the new job of supervis-
ing rural telephone programs. This was
authorized by Congress in 1949. The
rural telephone program has the same
basic features as does the REA program.
Both are lending programs which require
that the borrower repay principal and
interest within an agreed period of time.
We are proud of the record which has
been established for repayment of tele-
phone loans in Mississippi. These pro-
grams are sound, and they afford to our
rural population a great service which
would have been almost impossible with-
out the assistance of the REA.

Mr., President, the relationship be-
tween private utilities and the REA in
Mississippi has been good. Of course,
there have been some differences of opin-
jon; but, as a whole, these differences
have been resolved. It is mostencourag-
ing that the objective and the ultimate
aim of both the REA and the pri-
vate utilities in my State have been to
give the best possible service to their
customers.

I am exceptionally proud of the REA
systems operating in Mississippi. Here
will be found dedicated managers and
employees of outstanding ability and
leadership. Their primary purpose is to
serve farmers. Their foresight and their
determination have been responsible for
the record of progress made in rural
electrification.

Mr. President, I should also like to
point out that these outstanding mem-
bers of the Boards of Directors of the
REA serve without compensation. They
have given unselfishly of their time and
ability, and have made great contribu-
tions to theé success of this program.
They have furnished guidance, direction,
and sound business judgment in the
operation of the local systems.

As an example of the record of prog-
ress made by the REA, I point with pride
to the East Mississippi Electric Power
Association, which has served my own
home county since 1939. If organized
with a total of 342 members and with
30 miles of line, 5 employees, a plant in-
vestment of $40,232, and a total annual
payroll of $1,412. In its first year of
operation it distributed 269,783 kilowatt-
hours. As of April 1960 the East Mis-
sissippi Electric Power Association has
3,257 miles of line in operation, serves
12,500 rural families, and distributed
48,147,346 kilowatt-hours in the past 12
months. It now has a plant investment
of $6 million and an annual payroll of
approximately $281,000. This is truly
great progress, and is typical of the
accomplishments being made by our
REA systems in Mississippi.

Mr. President, the REA has greatly
changed the living conditions of rural
people, by bringing to them such neces-
sities as running water, sanitary condi-
tions, electric stoves, electric heating, re-
frigeration, motors for farm labor, milk-
ing machines, and refrigeration equip-
ment for the sanitation of milk produc-
tion and egg production. The REA has
made modern farm living a reality.
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There are many, many other ways in
which electricity has lightened farm
chores. In the years ahead we shall see
new and better electric machines come
to farms. Electricity will continue to
make a more comfortable and more
profitable way of life for our farm peo-
ple. We can anticipate with confidence
that the REA will rise to the challenge
of meeting the growing farm demands
for electricity. On this 25th anniversary
I salute the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration for the truly great contribution
it has made to agriculture and for the
outstanding leadership which has made
this progress possible.

USE OF OLD SUPREME COURT
CHAMEBER

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I
inquire if there are other Senators who
wish to have the floor for morning busi-
ness? If so, I shall yield the floor to
them. If not, I wish to proceed on an-
other matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Doop in the chair). Is there further
morning business?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
some morning business, I tried to make
clear. I merely had the 3-minute limi-
tation in mind.

Mr. President, for some time I have
been concerned about the rather casual
use of the old Supreme Court chamber.
It serves as a place for parties, political
meetings, banquets, committee hearings,
and every other type of gathering any
Senator may wish to assemble there. On
inquiry, I have found that on May 28,
1934, the Senate passed Senate Resolu-
tion 193, which reads as follows:

Resolved, That the courtroom now occu-
pied by the United States Supreme Court in
the Capitol, when vacated by the Court, and
the space below it formerly a part of the
courtroom, shall be preserved and kept open
to the public under such rules and regula-
tions as may be prescribed by the Architect
of the Capitol with the approval of the Com-
mittee on Rules of the Senate.

That resolution, although it could
have been drawn a little more tightly, is
positive, and states that the room shall
be preserved and kept open to the public.
Certainly, the minimum interpretation
of the intent of the resolution is that
the room was to be set aside, reserved,
and preserved as a shrine.

So far as I have been able to deter-
mine, this resolution has never been re-
pealed, so the use of this room for the

I have described is in violation
of the resolution. The Supreme Court
vacated the chamber on June 3, 1935, to
occupy its new building, and I under-
stand that for years the chamber was
preserved and kept open for the public
under the requirements of the Senate
resolution.

I speak partly from personal knowl-
edge, because, when I first had the priv-
ilege of becoming a Member of this
body, that was the use for which this
chamber was used.

Apparently, while the Senate Cham-
ber was being reconstructed, the older
room was used, as convenience required,
and an unfortunate precedent was set
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for the use of the room by Senators and
committees.

I believe that the old Supreme Court
chamber should be restored immediate-
ly, refurnished, and preserved. I be-
lieve that it should be kept open to the
public as provided in Senate Resolution

193.

Although the room is usually referred
to as the Supreme Court chamber, it
previously served as the Senate Cham-
ber. It was in this room that Thomas
Jefferson, our first President to be in-
augurated at the Capitol, delivered his
inaugural address and took the oath of
office administered by Chief Justice
John Marshall. Many other outstand-
ing events of national importance trans-
pired in this room. The Louisiana Pur-
chase Treaty was ratified there in Oc-
tober of 1803. The Senate occupied the
chamber during the War of 1812 and the
Mexican War. It was here that the
Monroe Doctrine was first read; and
many historic debates by true statesmen
of our country have taken place within
the walls of this room.

It was primarily in that room that
Clay, Calhoun, and Webster engaged in
their famous debates, sometimes with
each other, sometimes with other Sena-
tors. It was in that room that Jefferson
Davis first served as a Senator from my
State. He later served in this Chamber.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may speak for 3 additional
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it is
true that the Supreme Court occupied
the room for some 75 years. During this
time many great judicial decisions were
handed down which have affected the
course and growth of our constitutional
law. It was here that the electoral com-
mission in February of 1877 pronounced
the election of Rutherford Hayes as
President in the greatest Presidential
contest we have ever experienced. Jury
trials were held in this room in cases
where the Supreme Court had and rec-
ognized original jurisdiction.

The chamber was designed by Benja-
min Latrobe after the model of a Greek
theater. A balcony overlooked the
chamber, and it was here that the press
for the first time had space reserved for
independent reporting of Senate delib-
erations on matters of national impor-
tance.

There, perhaps more than in any other
one spot, grew the present proper rec-
ognition of the place of the press in
reporting the daily debates and the ad-
ministration of our affairs.

I have asked the Architect of the
Capitol to estimate the cost of restoring
and refurnishing the chamber. This
estimate is in the process of preparation.
It appears likely that the total cost of
restoration of this chamber will be up-
ward of $50,000, according to the plan
adopted. It seems to me that we should
make full restoration and that this is
small cost indeed for preservation and
restoration of a national shrine in which
all Americans take great pride,

Mr. President, when I say “restora-
tion,” I mean restoration of the cham-
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ber as it originally was, according to the
idea of the Senator from Mississippi,
when it was a Senate Chamber, with the
balcony restored, and with the restora-
tion of at least some of the furniture.

I would hope that plan would include
something more than an ordinary door
space, so the public might partly enter,
s0 the room would be fenced off and the
floor space would be kept intact.

I have not conferred with him this
morning, but I know the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Havpen] is very much con-
cerned about this matter, and has raised
the point on more than one ocecasion, and
has directed the Sergeant at Arms and
others to make special inquiry as to the
present situation and possible plans for
the future. I am certain he joins in the
sentiments of my remarks although I am
not expressly authorized to attach his
name to what I have said.

I believe this is a matter of the gravest
concern to every Senator and to every
citizen. This room is a shrine of pa-
triotism, if I may say so, and also a
shrine of culture. With all due defer-
ence to everyone who may be concerned,
the present use, purpose, and practice
going on in that room are in degradation
of our American culture, when we, par-
ticularly in a day of materialism, ought
to be taking constructive steps to expand
and exalt any concept or feeling that
may elevate the patriotism, culture, and
other deep, finer feelings of our people.
This is especially so in view of the fact
that hundreds of thousands of young
people, most fortunately, visit the Capi-
tol. They are the ones who will carry
on this great Nation in the future.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator, but I fear I have taken too
much time already.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we may have
1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New York? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am
very glad that the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi has invited attention to
this matter. I must confess I have at-
tended functions in the room, as have
most other Members of the Senate. I
have, confessedly, been at some functions
at which I have shared some of the mis-
givings of the distinguished Senator.

This is a historic room, a room which
is really one of our greatest traditions of
this country.

As a member of the Commitiee on
Rules and Administration, I assure the
Senator that at the next meeting I shall
be glad to bring up the matter and to
invite attention to the remarks which
the Senator has made. I think this
should be considered very seriously by
our committee.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much for his remarks. I wish to
emphasize again that my remarks are
not directed at any individual or any
Senator. We are all guilty. It is col-
lective guilt. We have let this happen
by degrees.
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This room is a very convenient place
to have commiftee meetings and con-
ferences, but we now have space in the
New Senate Office Building and we shall
have additional space in the Capitol it-
self. I think we can do without the space
provided by this room.

I believe the resolution, Mr. President,
would represent an authorization of some
special appropriation, if we have Senate
support, in the legislative appropriation
bill, in an amount which would at least
start the restoration, should that be the
will of the Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LavuscHE in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, today, May 10, is an auspicious
occasion. It is the 10th birthday of one
of our most important Federal agencies—
the National Science Foundation. This
Foundation was the outgrowth of the
outstandingly successful World War II
Office of Scientific Research and Develop-
ment and the vision and efforts of the
brilliant director of that group, Dr.
Vannevar Bush. Many of you will re-
member the legislative pangs that we
went through in passing this act, but
no one will remember this more vividly,
I am sure, than my distinguished col-
league from Washington, WARREN
Macenuson, who played such a crucial role
and worked so diligently to bring the
NSF to fruition. This is only one more
example of the farsightedness so con-
sistently shown by my distinguished
friend.

Those of you who have had the good
fortune of listening to testimony in the
last 2 years in connection with our mis-
sile and space programs, will know only
too well the importance of science to our
well-being and our lives. Never, since
Sputnik I, have we had so forcefully
brought to our attention the truly critical
nature of our scientific capabilities and
attainments. Rarely have we become so
quickly aware of how essential it is to
educate our children and our people in
the ways of the 20th century.

The National Science Foundation ful-
fills a fundamental role in our scientific
efforts. More specifically, it helps to
watch over and guide our efforts in the
important areas of basic research. Basic
research is, for the most part, strange
and incomprehensible to the layman. It
may lead to no practical return what-
soever. But it is—as the name implies—
basic. Basic to all increase of knowl-
edge and therefore the foundation rock
of all future progress. In this third year
of the space age, this is something that
we cannot ignore.
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The National Science Foundation has
grown rapidly in 10 years. Much of the
credit for this growth must go to Dr.
Alan T. Waterman who has been its
Director since the beginning.

Mr. President, I should like to request
unanimous consent to place in the Rec-
orp at this point an article entitled “Na-
tional Science Foundation, a Ten-Year
Résumé,” written by Dr. Waterman,
which appeared in Secience for May 6,
1960, and which carefully describes the
history of the NSF's first 10 years of
operation. No one knows, of course, what
the future holds, but I am sure that the
next 10 years of the National Science
Foundation will be even more auspicious
than the first 10.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to Pe printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION: A 10-YEAR
RESUME—ITS OBLIGATIONS IN SUPPORT OF
RESEARCH AND TRAINING AND IN EVALUATING
NaTronal SciENce Poricy Have MULTIPLIED

(By Alan T. Waterman, Director, National

Science Foundation)

The National Science Foundation's first
6 years were analyzed with scholarly thor-
oughness by Dael Wolfle in Science in 19572
I shall not attempt to review the fac-
tual data concerning the organization and
operations of the foundation that are given
in detail in his article. I shall take up the
narrative essentially where he left it, at the
beginning of fiscal year 1858. Whatever I
have to say concerning the earlier perlod will
be from the special point of view of one who
has been intimately involved in shaping the
Foundation’s policies and operations during
its formative years.

As visualized by Vannevar Bush in
“Science, the Endless Frontier,” and as de-
fined by Congress in the National Science
Foundation Act of 1950, the Foundation has
two distinct sets of functions; one relates to
the support of research and education
through grants, fellowships, and other
means, and the second involves the develop-
ment of national science policy and the
evaluation and correlation of the research
activities of the Federal Government, as well
as the correlation of its own program with
those of other agencies, both public and pri-
vate. There is a degree of difficulty in rec-
onciling these two functions, because in
planning and operating a research-support
program the Foundation becomes to some
extent an interested party with respect to
the policy prescribed. Congress obviated
this situation somewhat by denying the
Foundation authority to perform research
or to establish its own research laboratories.

In the first or operational category, plan-
ning and execution have been reasonably
straightforward. Early in its history the
Foundation adopted the grant as being the
most flexible and effective means of support
for basic scientific research. In the fleld of
education it was decided that the graduate
fellowship was the device that would pro-
duce the most immediate results in terms of
trained manpower. Within the budgetary
limits imposed by Congress, the Foundation
immediately launched a graduate fellowship
P and a research-support program
which embraced all the natural sciences and,
later, selected areas in the soclal sciences.

The policymaking functions, as well as
the evaluation functions prescribed in the
act were less susceptible of immediate and
spetclﬂc action, for reasons Wolfle pointed
out.

In "Sclence, the Endless Frontier,” Bush
had visualized that a Natlonal Research

1iD. Wolfle, Science 126, 335 (1957).
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Foundation would be the principal, if not
indeed, the sole, point of reference for Fed-
eral support of basic or uncommitted re-
search in the postwar perlod. In view of the
brilliant success of the wartime Office of
Scientific Research and Development, this
was a logical plan for taking care of the
Nation's research needs in science. So ur-
gent were these needs, however, particular-
ly in the mathematics, science, and engi-
neering departments of universities, and so
urgent was the Nation's need for scientific
research that the provision of Federal sup-
port could not await the outcome of the 5-
year congressional debate over legislation to
establish the National Sclence Foundation.

The foresight of Secretary of the Navy
Forrestal In establishing the Office of Re-
search and Inventions—which in 1946 be-
came the statutory Office of Naval Research
made it possible for the Navy to provide
critically needed support for basic research at
universities. This program was followed in
short order by the programs of the Federal
Security Agency, notably those of the U.S.
Public Health Service and the National In-
stitutes of Health, and those of the Atomic
Energy Commission. When the Natlonal
Bcience Foundation began to operate in 1951,
initial policy had been formulated and active
support of sclence was under way; and as a
result there was pressing demand for (i)
impartial support of basic research and
training unrelated to such practical missions
as defense and health and (ii) supervision,
coordination, and policy determination
among the growing and splintered research-
support programs of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Equipped with a broad charter, a limited
but growing staff, and an operating budget
of £3.56 million, the new Foundation found
itself under pressure almost immediately to
start performing policymaking and evalua-
tion functions. In addition, of course, it was
expected to launch, as early as possible, pro-
grams in support of basic research and edu-
cation in the sciences.

DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONAL SCIENCE POLICY

In this situation, the Natlonal Science
Board and the Director sought to define more
specifically the role of the National Science
Foundation in relation to other agencies.
After extensive conferences between National
Science Foundation staff members and the
Bureau of the Budget and other agencies,
the Foundation made a series of recommen-
dations which were incorporated in Execu-
tive Order No. 105621 of March 17, 1954.:2
The order states that the Foundation
“ghall * * * recommend to the President
policies for the promotion and support of
basic research and education in the sciences,
including policles with respect to furnishing
guldance toward defining the responsibilities
of the Federal Government in the conduct
and support of basic sclentific research.”

The order further directs that the Founda-
tion shall be increasingly responsible for the
support of general-purpose basic research
but recognizes also the importance and de-
sirability of having other agencies conduct
their special basic research in fields closely
related to their missions. The Foundation
is not expected to have responsibility for
the applied research and development pro-
gram of other agencies; each agency is ac-
countable for the scope and quality of its
development efforts.

The Executive order of March 13, 19569
(sec. 6(b) ) further clarified the Foundation’s
role as applylng only to basic research.
Within this more specialized framework, the
Foundation has been steadily formulating
national sclence policy in the course of day-
to-day operations, frequently on the basis of
agreement and understanding with other
agencies. Those who insist that policy must

*This executive order was later amended
by Executive Order 10807, Mar. 13, 1959.
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be handed down ready made in the form of
a proclamation or edict do not understand
the nature of policy in the realm of sclence.
To be workable, policy must evolve on the
basis of experlence; further, it must take
fully into account the fundamental prin-
ciples essential to the effective performance
of research in sclence.

In carrying out its obligations regarding
the development of national science policy,
the Foundation started from the premise
that, in the broadest sense, national policy
for sclence is a matter primarily to be de-
termined by the sclentists themselves. The
sclentists of the country are unquestionably
the ones most capable of deciding what is
best for progress in science, in the true mean-
ing of the word. Policy in this sense should
not be masterminded by the Federal Gov-
ernment or any single agency.

The Foundation has advocated, and has
itself adopted, the fairly general Federal
policy of providing support to basic research
after consultation with leading scientists in
their respective fields. This would appear
to be the most direct way in which progress
in science in the country can be determined
by the scientists themselves. It is the
method that is favored by the majority of
working research scientists. In carrying out
this policy, a given Federal agency inter-
Jects its own interests and priorities.

In further development of science policy,
the Foundation’s approach has been to ex-
amine particular issues and to develop rec-
ommendations through a variety of tech-
niques and devices, as follows:

1. The establishment of a speclal commit-
tee, followed by the issuance of a report.
The principal example here is the Founda-
tlon's study, through two different commit-
tees, of the problems of Government-
university relationships. This study availed
itself of the assistance of outside individuals
and groups, the Foundation staff, members
of the National Science Board, and repre-
sentatives of other Government agencies.
Another example s the work of the Founda-
tion’s Speclal Commission on Rubber Re-
search, which made recommendations on the
role of the Government with respect to basic
research In this field that were approved
by both the President and Congress.

2. Preparation of special reports on par-
ticular subjects—for example, the Founda-
tion report on “Basic Research—A National
Resource™ (1957).

3. The use of experimental programs by
the Foundation as a means of acquiring
information and experience to provide a
basis for policy recommendations. The
various experimental programs in science
education, such as the Physical Sciences
Study Committee, are examples of this
approach.

4. Conduct of studies and issuance of re-
pom upon request of the Executive Office

the President. The Foundation’s report
on the role of the Federal Government in
international science, its report on Federal
support of research facilities, and its rec-
ommendations regarding payment of indirect
costs were prepared at the request of the
Executive Office of the President.

5. Sponsorship of legislation on particular
problems. An outstanding example is the
successful Foundation sponsorship of legis-
lation to extend to all agencies of the Gov-
ernment the authority to make grants for
the support of basic research and the au-
thority to vest title to research equipment
with educational institutions. In this and
other similar administrative policy matters
the Interdepartmental Committee for Sclen-
tific Research and Development was helpful.

In 1959 the Foundation compiled a llst of
some B0 sci items of a govern-
mentwide, national character that it has rec-
ommended or stressed. Drawn from a variety

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of public statements and published reports,
these include: (1) The need for increased sup-
port of baslc research; (i) the need for
increased opportunities and funds for basic
research at Federal laboratories; (iil) greater
stability and continuity in Federal support
of basl¢ research at universities; (iv) the
need for diversity of sources of support of
basic research in the Federal Government
and need for basic research in support of
development; (v) avoldance, to the extent
possible, of large classified developmental
undertakings by the Governnrent at colleges
and universities; (vl) payment of full indi-
rect costs of federally sponsored research at
universities and colleges; (vil) reasons for
gquestioning the advisability of establishing a
Department of Sclence and Technology;
(viil) policy concerning loyalty of investiga-
tors on basic research grants.

Studies in support of policy: As back-
ground data for its own research programs
and for policy formulation concerning the
role of the Federal Government in the sup-
port of sclence, the Foundation established a
continuing series of studies of the mnature
and extent of the national effort in research
and development. Comprehensive surveys
are made of the research and development
effort of colleges and universities, and other
nonprofit institutions and of industry. Ini-
tiated for the year 1953-54, these surveys
measure research and development in terms
of (1) dollars expended, (1) professional per-
sonnel employed, and (1il) apportionment of
effort between basic research, applied re-
search, and development. With 1853-54 as
the base year, future surveys will afford data
to indicate trends and for other analytical
pu . 'These surveys are in addition to
the Foundation's analyses of the support of
research and development by Federal agen-
cles, published annually in “Federal Funds
for Science.” The whole serles carries out the
Executive order “to make comprehensive
studles and recommendations regarding the
Nation’s research effort and its resources for
sclentific activities.”

Questions are sometimes ralsed concern-
ing the value of attempting a breakdown of
research and development activities in this
way. The objection is made that in the
pursult of specific objectives—as, for exam-
ample, by technical industries—the planning
and execution involve all three categories
in close coordination. PFurthermore, indl-
viduals are often found who can participate
effectively in all three areas. The latter are
in much demand as project leaders and ad-
ministrators of Government and industrial
research and development.

The Foundation believes that study of
these categories is warranted for a number
of reasons. Leaders In science and technol-
ogy feel generally that more basic research
could profitably be performed by Govern-
ment and by industrial laboratories. Simi-
larly, sclentists and educators have gues-
tioned the extent to which universities
should engage in applied research and de-
velopment, outside of certaln areas such as
engineering, medicine, and agriculture.
Furthermore, it is desirable in any intelli-
gent planning of science and technology to
identify students with special aptitudes and
to Insure that such aptitudes are properly
taken into account in the individuals’ career
plans. But by far the most important con-
sideration is the need to emphasize the Im-
portance of basic research itself.

Under the increasing pressure to under-
take and perfect crit.lcnl developments in
order to attain national or economic objec-
tives, the emphasis is certain to be on the
applications of sclence, particularly in view
of budgetary and manpower limitations.
Therefore, unless a determined effort is made
to support basic research, developments will
inevitably be undertaken prematurely, ca-
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reer incentives will gravitate strongly toward
applied sclience, and opportunities for mak-
ing major sclentific discoveries will be lost.
Unfortunately, pressures to emphasize new
developments, without corresponding em-
phasis upon pure science—that is, basic re-
search—tend to degrade the quality of the
Nation's technology in the long run, rather
than to improve it.

Under these circumstances the need for
study and analysis of the facts is obvious.

EVALUATION OF RESEARCH PROGRAMS

A problem that matches in complexity the
policy function is that of evaluation. The
National Science Foundation Act makes the
Foundation responsible for the evaluation of
scientific research programs undertaken by
agencles of the Federal Government and for
a correlation of the Foundation’s scientific
research programs with those undertaken by
individuals and by public and private re-

groups. The Foundation has con-
sistently pointed out, however, that it is un-
realistic to expect one Federal agency to
render judgment on the overall performance
of another agency or department.

The Foundation has chosen, instead, to ap-
proach the problem through close liaison and
exchange of information with other sclence
agencles. The idea is to gain a comprehen-
sive idea of the Federal programs and overall
support of fields of scilence such as physies,
mathematics, and biology. The adequacy of
Federal support in each field may thus be
considered. This procedure is implemented
by the general technique of basing research
support upon selection among applications
or proposals received. By these measures the
Foundation has endeavored to identify areas
that are receiving inadequate support or
which require attention for other reasons,

It was discovered, for example, that syste-
matic biology and, more recently, inorganic
chemistry were beilng inadequately sup-
ported. Word that the Foundation would be
receptive to proposals in the fields of syste-
matic blology has resulted in the rescue of
this fleld from comparative neglect, and in
all likelihood the same results will obtain
with respect to inorganic chemistry.

Another example will serve to 1llustrate
this point. A few years after the close of
World War II, both the Office of Naval Re-
search and the Atomic Energy Commission
were providing considerable support to re-
search on low-temperature physics. When
the time came that neither agency felt justi-
fled in continuing its support at the existing
level, the Foundation agreed to take over the
major support of research in low-temperature
physics.

CRITICAL AREAS OF SCIENCE

A related matter that will call for increas-
ing attention on the part of the Federal
Government and other sources of support
for research and development is the gues-
tlon of special emphasis on particular areas
of sclence. The lssue frequently arises in
determining eritical areas or, from another
point of view, in identifying gaps. In all
developmental work, and in the search for
areas of application, the importance of priori-
tles of time and effort is an accepted fact.
In pure science, the word priorities is inap-
propriate and misleading. No field of science
can properly be said to have priority over
other fields, as sclence. However, at a given
time, in a particular fleld of science, it is
common to find special lines of inquiry that
for the moment are making rapld progress
or other lines of inquiry that are meeting
difficulty. These considerations can be, and
indeed are, taken into account both by in-
dividual research sclentists and by research
agencies concerned In research support.
Thus, at any time there may develop what
might be termed “critical areas” that it is
currently important to foster, If the urgency
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1s great, a conference on the subject may be
in order, or possibly a thorough study under-
taken to ascertain what special facilities,
equipment, or training may be needed to
encourage progress in the fleld. These are
well-known techniques, in common use. It
geems evident that, in years to come, increas-
ing attention will be required along these
lines, since there will undoubtedly be a tend-
ency for groups of sclentists to present for
support plans and programs that represent
their collective thinking. Agencles that pro-
vide support will then have to evaluate the
needs of different groups in the light of cur-
rent available information and knowledge—
and funds. However, the exlstence of spe-
cial patterns for critical areas should not
be allowed to alter the view that support of
research, across all fields of sclence, should
be carried on on a continuing basis.

NEW MECHANISMS AND AGENCIES

The tasks of policymaking, evaluation, and
coordination have been further clarified by
the establishment of new mechanisms and
agencies that did not exist at the time Dael
Wolfie's article appears in 1957.

In the fall of 1957, after the launching
of the first Russian sputnik, President Eisen-
hower called for redoubled efforts in science
and technology, and steps were taken to
strengthen the Government's leadership with
respect both to science and technology and
to education in the sciences. The position
of special assistant to the President for
sclence and technology was created. The
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President’s Sclence Advisory Committee was
expanded and strengthened and undertook
at once a series of studies covering significant
aspects of the Government's relationships to
science, technology, and education.

The science activities of the Department
of Btate, which had been allowed to lapse,
were revived. A selence adviser to the Secre-
tary of State was appointed, and science at-
tachés were again placed in key diplomatic
posts

Finally, in response to recommendations
of his Science Advisory Committee, the Presi-
dent signed an Executive order, in March
1959, establishing the Federal Council for
Science and Technology, to promote closer
cooperation among Federal agencies in plan-
ning their research and development pro-
grams and to recommend ways in which the
Federal Government can assist in advancing
and strengthening the Nation's scientific ef-
forts as a whole. Represented on the Coun-
cil are the Departments of Defense, Interior,
Agriculture, Commerce, and Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare; the National Science
Foundation; the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration; and the Atomic Ener-
gy Commission. Representatives of the
Secretary of State and the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget attend as observers.

Thus, at the present time we have the
following pattern: the National Sclence
Foundation, with its National Science Board,
has the primary responsibility for dealing
with policy concerning Federal support of
basic research throughout the ocountry.
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The Federal Counecll for Sclence and Tech-
nology deliberates on matters of policy and
program coordination and future planning
among Federal agencies and makes recom-
mendations to the President. The Presi-
dent's Sclence Advisory Committee, compris-
ing nongovernmental sclentists and engi-
neers, considers important scientific and
technical matters in relation to Government
policy, with special reference to national
security. The special assistant to the Presi-
dent for science and technology is available
to the President at all times for advice or
counsel on a wide range of scientific and
technical matters.
RATE OF OVERALL GROWTH
the first phase of its operations the

National Sclence Foundation was occupied
with its own structure and staffing, with the
definition of its functions and bili-
ties, and with providing a firm foundation
for its two major programs—research sup-
port and education in the sciences. From
the beginning it has also been steadily in-
volved in policy determination both for it-
gelf and in terms of Federal support of
sclence.

During its first 6 years the Foundation’s

appropriation climbed slowly from an initial
$3.5 million for the first year to $16 million
for the fifth year, fiscal year 1956. In the
second half of the decade there has been a
marked upswing in appropriations, from $40
million in fiseal year 1957 to the current
level of $152,773,000 (see table 1).

Tasre 1.—Tolal appropriations and obligations of the National Science Foundation for fiscal years 1952-60 (o the nearest thousand

dollars)
[Thousands of dollars]
Field 1952 1953 1054 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960
Appropriations 7 16,000 000 750 | ¥ 000 | 1154,773
Obﬁﬂmm: - 3,500 4,750 8,000 | 12,250 6, 40, 40, 138, 5,
velopment of gr laboratories. 2,000
Biologlcal and medical sciences:
Basicr 736 831 1,066 3,612 4,703 7,861 B, 540 19, 805 M, 405
Mnhemmmllfgli:l;;&l, and engineering scienoces: o = w o -
Basic research. % 31 983 2,083 4,244 4,700 7,610 9, 536 22, 985 33,480
Uni - ing faciliti 200 1, 500 1, 500
Major aigineering-physics facllities 500 450 | 2,000 2,000
S Emomheric sonon. %0
Natlmml Radipastronomy Observatory. 104 147 3,431 1, 587 4,419 922
Kitt Peak Natlonal Observatory. 50 55 3, ’1&9 4,301 3,749
Boclal sclences: Basic research 280 654 853 1,025
Special international : Antarctic research 446 2,306 7,248
Omna of s studies: Surveys and report. 130 42 310 349 o7 47 222 230 367
Office of Scientific Information Service: Distribution of sclentifie Infor-
s s g wsasemoe | 1| o3| 2| | o3| ui| 43| am| 4B
an on: Tralning of sclentific manpower.. ... s i
3 ot — 531 92 %:851 ?:&28 1,764 2,351 2,933 5, 261 6,188
Total obligations 3,766 | 4,424 7,054 | 12,486 | 15080 | 88,680 | 49,073 | 132,040 | 159,162
1 Includes a $2,000,000 appropriation transfer from AEC for nuclear research * 1060 obligations estimated.
reactors. 3 Feasibility study for astrograph.

In connection with the growth of appro-
priations, note should be taken of the
perspicacity of Congress in endeavoring to
strengthen the programs in education in the
sclences at least 2 years before la of
the Russian sputnik. In the summer of
1855 the Foundation published a National
Research Couneil study, “Soviet Professional
Manpower,” which drew sobering compari-
sons between the rates at which the United
States and the Soviet Union were training
sclentists and technical manpower. Largely
as a result of these findings Congress mark-
edly increased the Foundation's funds for
education in the sciences. The total appro-
priation for fiscal year 1957, $40 million, was
more than double that for the preceding
year.

During the 10-year period since it was
established, the Foundation has successively
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outgrown three locations in Wi n: a
private residence (901 16th Street NW.), a
former school (2144 California Street), and
the old Cosmos Club at H Street and Madison
Place. Its present headquarters, 1851 Con-
stitution Avenue, became overcrowded al-
most as soon as the Foundation moved in.
Additional space has recently been acquired
at 528 23d Street NW., and it is expected that
Turther expansion will be necessary.
SUPPORT OF RESEARCH FACILITIES

With increased appropriations, the Founda-
tion has been able to expand its activities
in areas that have long needed attention and
for which it had previously lacked funds.
One of the first areas to claim its attention
was the need for basic research facilitles. In

to a request from the Bureau of the

response
Budget in 1956, the Foundation undertook a

study of the subject and published its find-
ings in a report of June 1957, “Federal Sup-
port of Physical Facilities and Major Equip-
ment for the Conduct of Sclentific Research.”
The study pointed out that basic research
today increasingly the use of large,
complex, and expensive research tools. Al-
though Government ex tures for re-
search facilities since World War II have run
into the hundreds of millions of dollars, for
the most part these have been committed to
practical research and hence have been avail-
able only to a small degree for purposes of
basic research.

Traditionally, universities and other pri-
vate research organizations have provided
needed
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major equipment as nuclear reactors, high-
energy particle accelerators, high-speed com-
puters, and radlo and optical telescopes is
too great to be met from such local resources
or even from the combined resources of sev~
eral institutions. The report concluded that
if American science were to advance at a
satisfactory rate, Federal support of needed
facilities would have to be provided.

In embarking upon a program in support
of facilities, the Foundation has r
that each case must be judged on its indi-
vidual merits. It is difficult to establish
criteria that would be applicable in all cases.
Factors taken into consideration include the
urgency of the need, the national significance
of the development, the availability of ade-
quate personnel, and the degree and charac-
ter of local backing. Recipient institutions
are encouraged to participate financlally to
the extent possible. The Foundation has also
rec that in some situations the Fed-
eral Government must continue to supply
funds for operation and maintenance, in
addition to funds for construction.

The Foundation is presently supporting
two major facilities in astronomy, the Na-
tional Radio Astronomy Observatory at
Green Bank, W. Va,, and the Kitt Peak Na-
tional Observatory at Tucson, Ariz. Both of
these projects were undertaken only after
intensive studies by astronomers extending
over a period of several years. Determination
of the types of facilities and instruments
needed was followed in each case by exhaus-
tive search for suitable sites.

Other facilities being supported by the
Foundation include biological field stations,
construction of an oceanographic research
vessel, university computing facilities, uni-
versity nuclear research equipment, and fa-
cilities needed to expand research in the
atmospheric sclences,

Closely related to the facilities program is
the recent graduate laboratory development
program, under which the Foundation pro-
vides funds on a matching basis for the
modernization and equipment of research
laboratories. Studles of the situation in-
dicate that the graduate-level research lab-
oratories of the Nation’s universities are
obsolescent to a degree that is detrimental
to the national basic research effort. The
financial straits in which most of our in-
stitutions of higher learning find themselves
make it impossible for them to provide mod-
ern, well-equipped laboratories entirely out
of their own funds.

This program was initiated in a modest
way in fiscal year 1960 in the amount of
$2 million. The budget for fiscal year 1961
provides for a substantial increase in the
support level for this area.

RESEARCH SUPPORT

The increases in the Foundation’s appro-
priation are reflected in the research support
program in several ways. First, and most
obvious, is the growth in the total number
of grants awarded, growth in the percentage
of proposals supported, and increases in the
amount and duration of the average grant
(see table 2). In fiscal year 1952 the Foun-
dation was supporting 8 percent of all pro-
posals received, for a total of $1.074 million.
In the current fiscal year, support is pro-
vided for 26 percent of the proposals re-
ceived, for a total value of $57.819 million.
In 1953, the average grant was $10,300, for an
average period of 1.9 years. In 19060, the
average grant was §30,500, for an average
period of 2.3 years. These figures indicate
that the Foundation, with its increased
funds, is able to support individual projects
more fully than before and that greater
stability in support is being achieved
through a gradual increase in the life of the
average grant. It should be noted, however,
that if the funds avallable for the support of
research have risen, so too has the demand.
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To date, the Foundation has not been able
to support more than one-third of all the
meritorious proposals received.

TaBLE 2—Comparison of research proposals
considered and supported in the biological
and medical sciences: mathematical, physi-
cal, and engineering sciences; and social
sciences (weather modification and ant-
arctic research not included)

Proposa]sh f\'.u'ts P&'l: & o
research gran cent- | Average| Aver-
Fiseal age of t life
year sup- |of grants| of grant
Con- Bup- port |awarded
sidered | ported
Thou-
sands Years
$1,074 8.0 | $11,156 1.9
1,813 10.4 0, 540 1.9
3,909 14.7 11,100 2.5
7,855 20.6 » 350 2.7
9,493 17.5 13, 641 2.1
14, 979 19.1 14, 034 2.1
18, 630 4.7 17, 000 2.1
43, 644 24.3 | 25,900 2.3
57, 819 26.1 | 30,500 2.3
Up to the present, support for basic re-

search has been divided approximately equal-
1y between the mathematical, physical, and
engineering sciences and the biologieal and
medical sciences, but beginning with 1960,
the balance is welghted somewhat on the
slide of the physical sciences.

Support for basic research in the soclal
sciences, initially divded between the two
natural sclence divislons, began at a very
modest, experimental level below 50,000.
In 1958, the program was given the status
of a separate program, and support was at
the level of $726,000. At the end of 19568, the
National Science Board approved the estab-
lishment of an Office of Social Sciences, and
in the current year support has risen to $1.6
million. Only those projects are supported
that are susceptible to scientific approach
and that are truly fundamental in charac-
ter.

Thus, the Foundation is prepared to sup-
port rezearch of this type in such flelds as
archeology, economics, philosophy of science,
linguistics, social anthropology, demography,
history of science, and soclal psychology.

Methods of research support: The general
pattern under which Federal agencles sup-
port research at institutions outside the Fed-
eral Government, particularly universities,
originated with the Office of Scientific Re-
search and Development during the war and
provided the means whereby the Federal
Government could benefit from important
research carried on outside its own labora-
tories. The prineciple was developed and ex-
panded by the Office of Naval Research and
the National Institutes of Health after the
war and adopted by other agencies, such as
the Army, Air Force, and Atomic Energy
Commission.

Briefly, the method is this: The Govern-
ment encourages or invites research pro-
posals from individuals or groups of scien-
tists, submitted through their institutions.
With the help of individual reviewers in the
fleld involved and of advisory panels ap-
pointed by the agency for this purpose, the
Federal agency selects for support those that
are judged to have the greatest sclentific
merit. The Foundation also has statutory
divisional committees for overall review of
programs in the three major areas of life
sciences, physical sclences, and sclentific per-
sonnel and education, and a recently ap-
pointed committee to operate in similar
fashion for these soclal sciences.

Incidentally, the Foundation’s efficiency in
acting upon grants has been considerably
enhanced by the congressional action last
year in amending the National Science Foun-
dation Act to permit the Board to delegate
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authority to the director and its executive
committee to approve grants and contracts
in certain situations. The delegation of
authority has since been implemented by
Board action.

The so-called project method of research
support has a number of advantages. Prop-
erly interpreted, the plan is flexible and may
be applied to narrowly defined problems in
sclence or to broad areas. It enables the
Government to move in freely with the sup-
port needed for promising and significant
undertakings of current interest. It pro-
vides for a national program in the sciences,
utilizes the advice of the scientists in each
field, and is based upon the significance and
merit of the research proposed and the com-
petence of the investigators. Since each
grant and contract requires the official en-
dorsement of the investigator’'s institution,
the plan has evolved with the concurrence
of the Natlon's universities and has had a
most important indirect effect in helping to
strengthen such institutions. In fact, such
ald has often been of critical importance,
particularly for the smaller schools.

The chief drawbacks of this method of
research support are its failure thus far to
provide full indirect costs and the difficul-
ties it creates in departmental administra-
tion. It has also been criticized on the
grounds that the reviewing process is slow
and that the resulting program is too con-
servative.

In reply to these criticisms it can only be
sald that the slowness of the process is the
price one pays for operating on the basis of
consultation and advice, rather than master-
minding the system from Washington, Prob-
ably it is offset by the great advantage of
having the Nation's scientific research and
development problems widely understood by
scientists as they participate in the solu-
tion of these problems. If the final results
are conservative, it is because groups in gen-
eral tend to become conservative; but each
agency, including the Foundation, is re-
sponsible for guarding against the conserva-
tism that is apt to result from too much
committee advice.

Breadth in project support: With the in-
creased sums available to it for support pur-
poses, the Foundation is now able to make
more grants of the broader type, often cut-
ting across two or more departments of a
university.

Some of the recent grants in this category
may be of interest. A $700,000 grant
awarded to the University of Pennsylvania
will further research being conducted by
Britton Chance, director of the Johnson
Foundation for Medical Physics, which ap-
plies concepts of chemistry and physics to
the bilological problem of regulation of
metabolism within the cell.

A study of the slavemaking behavior of
ants and its populational consequences is
one part of a broad program of “Thesis Re-
search in Population Ecology” being directed
by Thomas Park of the department of zo-
ology of the University of Chicago. The
Foundation will contribute support to the
extent of $46,700 for the 3-year period.

Scientists at the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology will undertake a concerted at-
tack upon the problem of the production and
nature of plasmas. Included are studies on
gaseous electronics processes, plasma statles,
magnetohydrodynamics of compressible and
incompressible fluids, ionospheric physics,
and some branches of astrophysics. This
program, which is under the direction of Wil-
liam P. Allls, is being supported by the
Foundation with a 3-year grant in the
amount of $932,000.

In the field of solld-state physics, Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology has under-
taken a large interdisciplinary program cen-
tered about a better understanding of the
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nature of low-temperature phase transitions.
Several departments will participate in this
project, which is being supported by the
Foundation at a level of approximately $400,-
000 for a 2-year period.

Two major projects in atmospheric physlcs
will operate on similar lines. At Harvard
the Foundation is supporting a program of
atmospheric studies in the general area of
physics, applied physics, and applied mathe-
matics. The purpose of the program is to
bulld a small, competent group of workers
to engage in aspects of atmospheric study
that can be advantageously treated by de-
ductive sclentific methods. The ultimate
hope is that students trained in the dis-
clplines of physical science will regularly
enter the field. The work is under the direc-
tion of Richard M. Goody and is being sup-
ported by the Foundation for a 3~year period
at the level of $172,000. At the University
of Chicago advantage is being taken of the
presence of a group of cloud physicists to es-
tablish a program of cloud-physics research
dealing with the water resources of clouds.
The research covers all the factors believed
to be important in precipitation mechanisms.
The Foundation grant for this program 1is
$383,700 for a 3-year period.

TABLE 8. —Distribution of funds for educa-
tion in the sciences by major program for
the period 1952-60, inclusive

Major Obﬁzatim;s Pgrfeentnge
aj millions; total
S { obligations
..................... $80.8 612
galln;sm;)s‘;aﬁ.&a_ e 43.3 24.9
[ence -

i a2 12.1
Course content improvement.. . 13.5 7.7
Scientiflc manpower. .o..ooo_ - a0 1.7
Other obligations. . - 4.6 26

Total obligations (1952-
60) - ..]Ef ...... f ...... 175. 4 100.0

Institutional grants for research: The
fact that Federal agencles have based their
support of research at educational Institu-
tions on the prineciple of grant or contiract
for a particular research project judged pri-
marily on its scientific merits has led to
an increasing lack of flexibility among uni-
versity sclence departments in the planning
and administration of their own research.
As an experimental approach toward a solu-
tion of this problem, the Foundation is

to initiate Institutional grants to
ald institutions in fulfilling their responsi-
bilities for developing and maintaining
sound, well-balanced programs of scentific
research and research-training activities
without precisely specifying what activities
are to be undertaken with the funds. The
amount of such grants allowable to a par-
ticular institution for a given year will be
b6 percent of the payments to that institu-
tion through basic research grants from the
Foundation during the preceding year.
Such institutional grants would be made on
request and without requiring a prior state-
ment regarding the use of the funds by
the institution. A report on how the funds
were used, however, would be requested.
The proportion of research funds distributed
by the Foundation for research purposes
among all types of institutions will not be
changed by this plan; the plan is designed
to allow each institution to exercise a
greater degree of initiative with respect to
its needs in scientific activities.

PROGRAMS FOR EDUCATION IN THE SCIENCES

Between the time of passage of the Na-
tional Science Foundation Act of 1950, and
the end of fiscal year 1960 the Foundation’s
Division of Scientific Personnel and Educa-
tion will have obligated an estimated $175
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million for the support and administration
of programs directly related to the improve-
ment of education in the sclences.

‘These programs have been directed toward
the solution of problems in the following
four broad categories: (i) support of stu-
dents of science, mathematics, and engi-
neering, including support of students at
graduate levels and above, and support of
programs for students at the undergraduate
level and below; (ii) ald to teachers of
science, mathematics, and engineering, in-
cluding teachers of science and mathematics
at the secondary school level and below and
teachers of sclence, mathematics, and engi-
neering at the college level and above; (iii)
the content of science courses; and (iv) pub-
lic understanding of science,

Approximately half of the available funds
has been used for the training of secondary
school teachers of science and mathematics.
The next largest share—about one-fifth of
the total—has been used in programs for the
training of students at the graduate level
and above, primarily in the fellowship pro-
grams. About one-fourth of the funds has
been used in programs for students at the
undergraduate level and below, for course
content improvement, and for the training of
college teachers.

The primary objective, toward which all
the program activities in science education
are directed, 1s to insure an adequate supply
of competent scientists and engineers by
maintaining a high level of excellence in sci-
ence education in the face of expanding en-
rollments, rapld changes in scilence Itself,
and the growing need for the products of
sclentific research and development. The
demands upon the educational system have
been growing faster than they can be met
through the traditional processes. Extraor-
dinary methods, therefore, have had to be de-
veloped to assist the educational system in
the solution of its problems,

In developing its various programs in edu-
cation in the sciences, the Foundation has
been guided by certain broad principles. Its
first responsibility has been to work with the
ablest people concerned with improving edu-
cation in the sclences in defining problems to
be solved and in seeking solution to these
problems. All decisions with respect both to
broad programs and to specific grants are
made on the basis of continuous consulta-
tion with members of the sclentific and edu-
cational community. The Foundation is
concerned with the substance of science,
mathematics, and engineering, and its pro-
grams are designed to encourage the leading
scholars in these fields to take an active part
in seeking solutions to problems which bear
on the improvement of subject-matter in-
struction. The Foundation has had con-
stantly before it the accepted American prin-
ciple of local control of education and has
observed this principal in its operations.
Other Federal agencies, universities, private
foundations, and industrial organizations are
also concerned with education in the sciences
and are working toward the same goal., It
is our hope and objective that the activities
of these several groups may supplement each
other in a constructive way.

Let us consider briefly the principal Foun-
dation programs under the Division of Sclen-
tific Personnel and Education. These include
fellowships, institutes, special projects in
science education, public understanding of
sclence, course-content improvement, and
scientific manpower.

The fellowship program: The fellowship
program is the oldest support program of the
Foundation. It was inaugurated in 1952 by
the predoctoral and regular postdoctoral pro-
grams with a budget of $1.4 million—almost
half the Foundation’s appropriation for that
year. As new needs have become apparent,
additional programs have been added: in
1956, the senior postdoctoral program; in
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1957, the sclence faculty program; in 1859,
the cooperative graduate teaching assistants,
and secondary school teachers programs, By
the end of fiscal year 1960, approximately $43
million will have been used for support of
graduate students and advanced scholars
through these seven fellowship programs.
After awards have been made for 1960, an ap-~
proximate total of 13,000 graduate students
and advanced scholars In sclence, mathe-
matics, and engineering will have received
awards, from among about 50,000 applica-
lons.

It should be noted, also, that the high
standards of selection for Foundation fellow-
ships have resulted in widespread interest in
the applicants, with the result that many of
the unsuccessful applicants for Founda-
tion fellowships have received awards from
other sources. This is particularly true in
the case of applicants included in the honor-
able-mention lists published by the Founda-
tion each year,

The institutes programs: The institutes
programs were inaugurated in 1953 with two
experimental projects for college teachers—
one in mathematics at the University of Colo-
rado and one in physics at the University of
Minnesota. In 1954 the experiment was
broadened somewhat to include high school
teachers. In 19566 the academic year insti-
tutes program for high school teachers
started with two institutes—one at Okla-
homa Agricultural and Mechanical College
and one at the University of Wisconsin; and
in 1959 a similarly limited and experimental
program was started for college teachers.
The Inservice institutes were inaugurated in
1857 for high school teachers and in 1959 for
elementary school teachers.

During this overall period there has been

rapid growth in the funds avallable for the
institutes and subsequently in the number
of institutes that could be provided. Be-
cause of the special interest of Congress in
improvement opportunities for high school
teachers of secience and mathematics, in re-
cent years a substantial percentage of the
funds available for education in the sciences
has been devoted to the institutes p:
The high point was in 19567, when the in-
stitutes accounted for 65.6 percent of the
total program. With the large general in-
crease in appropriations and the adjustment
of program support, however, the share of
total funds for institutes has declined cur-
rently to 61 percent, which brings it more
nearly in balance with other programs. By
the close of 1960 some 72,000 teachers will
have participated in these programs,

It is still much too early to be able to
make a valid assessment of these programs,
but it is cause for some satisfaction that
through this means a significant proportion
of the secondary school teachers of sclence
and mathematics will have had some oppor-
tunity to become informed about current
trends in their fields, as well as an oppor-
tunity to become acquainted with new labor-
atory methods,

A fundamental and long-range problem,
of course, is that of providing more adequate
original training for such teachers. Clearly,
we cannot expect to continue indefinitely
“retraining™ teachers whose preparatory
tralning has been inadequate. This, how-
ever, is a problem that lies outside the
Foundation's purview and brings us back
once more to the principle of local control
of education; it is at the local level that the
problem must be faced.

Special projects in science education:
Programs included in this category are
grouped generally as follows: (i) programs
directed toward secondary school students;
(i1) college programs and teacher-improve-
ment programs; and (iil) public under-
standing of science.

Programs in the first category are designed
to supplement the secondary school students’
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classroom training in science by providing
visiting sclentists, State academies of sclence,
and summer training for students of special
ability and aptitude. The p!

makes avallable sclence materials, through
the media of the traveling science libraries,
and traveling science demonstration lec-
tures. It supports cooperative college-school
programs and school science clubs.

Under college and taachar—mé;;ao;ament

grams, opportunities are provl or un-
s uate students in sclience, mathe-
matics, and engineering to obfain expe-
rience in research laboratories, through the
undergraduate sclence education program.
Students in small colleges are brought into
contact with eminent scholars from other
institutions through the visiting sclentists
program. To assist teachers, wvarious ex-
perimental activities have been designed,
such as conferences and special academic-
year programs and the program for research
participation.

From a small beginning of $20,000 in 1953,
support for the speclal projects rose slow-
ly to something over $8.56 million in 1959
and more than $10 million in 1960. In-
creased support is based upon the expansion
of old programs that have proved their
worth and the apparent success of some of
the new ones launched last year.

Public understanding of sclence: Progress
in science depends to a conslderable extent
on public understanding and support of a
sustained program of science education and
research. At the present time, sclence is
generally mistakenly identified. in the pub-
lic mind with the results of applied research
and technology—spectacular developments
such as space vehicles and weapons systems;
with the applications of research to the cure
of disease; and with the bewildering array
of modern machines and gadgets that are
advertised on every side.

There is inadequate understanding of the
role of basic research and its fundamental
relationship to progress in engineering and
technology.

The Foundation has broadly construed
education in the sciences to include, also,
education of the public. The increasing
significance of science and technology in
relation to public policy, both national and
international, has made it urgent that the
level of scientific literacy on the part of
the general public be markedly ralsed. In
order to participate fully in the democratic
process through intelligent voting, citizens
must have at least a general knowledge and
understanding of the nature of science and
its implications for the national defense and
welfare.

This is a relatively new area, and there s
little experience to guide us in the choice
and methods and techniques that will serve
the purpose. To date, the Foundation has
supported a limited number of conferences
and Iinstitutes in which sclentists and
science writers have been brought together
for the purpose of discussing the problems
of communicating science to the layman, It
is planned to expand these efforts and to en-
list the support and advice of influential edi-
tors of the general-information media as
well as the ald of the scientific community
and such organizations as the AAAS and the
professional sclentific societies. The pro-
gram was initiated in 1959 with a budget of
$5,000, but as much as $200,000 may be ex-
pended for these purposes by the end of
1960.

Course content improvement: Comparable
in importance to the need for aid to stu-
dents and to teachers of science is the need
for improvements in curriculums and course
content. As a result of early studies of the
subject, the dimensions of the problem be-
gan to emerge. Science must not be poorly
taught at any level or in any field. Atten-
tion must therefore be given to the content
of sclence and mathematics courses, from
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the elementary courses in general sclence
through graduate courses in highly special-
ized fields.

The Foundation has approached this prob-
lem in a number of ways. Support has been
given to relatively small projects in limited
areas where useful results can be anticipated.
For example, the American Meteorological
Boclety has been awarded a grant to enable
its editorial board to prepare a serles of
monographs on such subjects as “The Earth
and the Sun,” “High Atmosphere,” “Climate
and Man,” “Oceans and Alr Currents,” and
other subjects designed to interest high
school and college students in the field of
meteorology.

At the other end of the scale, a high level
of support has been given outstanding in-
vestigators to enable them to attack a major
problem in force. The work done by the
Physical Sciences Study Committee at Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology is an ex-
ample. This project, which was initiated in
November 19056, has produced an entlrely
new approach to the teaching of physics,
with a new syllabus, new textbooks, and a
wide variety of new teaching aids and new
methods and techniques of demonstration.
The course was tried out experimentally in
the 1957-58 school year, with eight teachers
presenting the entire course.

The number of teachers using the course
has increased in each succeeding year, and
special summer institutes supported by the
foundation have trained teachers in its use.
In September of 1960 the materials developed
by the committee will be made avallable to
all interested schools through Educational
Services, Inc,. of Watertown, Mass.,, a non-
profit organization founded in September
1958.

The success of the course revision work
in physics prompted a similar large-scale ef-
fort in mathematics, guided by the school
mathematics study group, operating with
headquarters at Yale University. The chem-
istry curriculum is being worked on by two
groups, the chemical bond approach com-
mittee at Earlham College and the chemical
educational materials study at Harvey Mudd
College. The blological sciences curriculum
study has its headquarters at the University
of Colorado.

Here again we have the pattern of an ex-
perimental beginning of only a few thousands
of dollars up until 1957-568 (when the figures
climbed above the half-million mark) and a
continuing increase to the current year, in
which it has seemed wise to invest $6 million
in these programs.

The comprehensive review and revision of
the four major sclence courses—physics,
mathematics, chemistry, and biology—is un-
questionably one of the most significant de-
velopments in the teaching of science in
this country. Courses that are out of date
by as much as 30 to 40 years are being
brought abreast of modern developments.
In the process of working together on this
task, university sclentists and secondary
school teachers and administrators have come
to see each other’s problems and points of
view as they could have in no other way.

SCIENTIFIC MANPOWER PROGRAM

Responsibility for the operation and main-
tenance of the National Register of Sclentific
and Technical Personnel was transferred to
the National Sclence Foundation by the
Foundation's enabling leglislation. The reg-
ister provides records of locatlon and of
training, scientific specializations, and other
qualifications of approximately 185,000 se-
lected scientists and engineers and is de-
signed to insure that timely information is
avallable, in case of need, on the numbers
and characteristics of scientists and other
technically trained persons in the United
States. The Foundation’s sclentific man-
power sectlon is also engaged in continuing
studies designed to provide basic data on
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sclentific and technical personnel generally.
This program ls currently being supported at
& level somewhat below $1 million.

Other sources of Federal support for edu-
cation: In addition to the programs of the
National Sclence Foundation, major contri-
butions to science education are made by a
number of other agencies, including the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, the U.S. Office of
Education, and the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion. The National Defense Education Act,
for example, provides significant help under
the graduate fellowship program, the student
loan program, and to some extent under titles
III and VII

INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS IN SCIENCE

The scope of the Foundation’s interna-
tional activities in science broadened consid-
erably during the second half of the decade.
The International Geophysical Year marked
the first time that the Foundation had par-
ticipated in international scientific activities
on a large scale, and it also represented the
Foundation’s first opportunity to coordinate
a major activity being undertaken by a num-
ber of Government agencles. The sclentific
and technical program for the United States
was developed and directed by the U.S. Na-
tional Committee for the IGY, under the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. At the request
of the academy, the Foundation initiated
consideration of IGY support by the Federal
Government and, upon affirmative decision,
secured and administered Federal funds
totaling $48.5 million. The Foundation also
served as coordinator of Government inter-
ests in the program; these involved not only
direct participation by Government agencies
but also, quite often, matters of broad na-
tional policy that arise in an international
program.

As an aftermath of the IGY, both indi-
viduals and Government agencies have been
encouraged to carry on research that extends
certain aspects of the IGY work. Under the
general label of International Geophysical
Cooperation, the program is being coordi-
nated at the international level by the
Comité International Géophysique of ICSU.
This special committee is composed of the
four unions principally involved: the Inter-
national Union of Geodesy and Geophysics,
the International Scientific Radio Union, the
International Union of Astronomers, and the
International Union of Pure and Applied
Physics. So far as administration is con-
cerned, the IGC is not a package program.
Instead, the Foundation accepts proposals in
areas where coordinated global research is of
speclal importance, and these are then ap-
praised as part of the regular program of
research grants.

Antarctic research: A major outgrowth of
the IGY has been the continuing research
programs in the Antarctic being carried on by
the 12 nations who participated in the IGY
antarctic program. General sclentific recom-
mendations for the area are made by the
Special Committee on Antarctic Research
(SCAR) of ICSU. The U.S. program is being
developed, funded, and coordinated by the
National Science Foundation. The Ilatter
looks primarily to the Committee on Polar
Research of the National Academy of Sciences
for program recommendations, and the
Foundation also considers proposals from
qualified scientists interested in carrying out
such research. The Foundation works with
the Interdepartmental Committee on the
Antarctic to coordinate the research activi-
ties of other agencies, such as the National
Bureau of Standards, the Weather Bureau,
and the Geological Survey, and provides
them with funds for their participation in
antarctic research. Grants are also made to
universities and various interested research
organizations to complete the program of
sclentific activities in the Antarctic. To
date, Congress has appropriated $10 million
for the post-IGY program in the Antarctic.
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The Navy, which has from the beginning
provided all logistic support for antarctic
research, continues to do so with distinec-
tion under the new program and is in com-
mand of operations in the area. The cost of
this logistic support is, of course, consider-
ably greater than the cost of the actual
sclentific program.

International science education: Begin-
ning in 1959, the Foundation undertook a
modest program designed to foster interna-
tional cooperation and improve communica-
tions among nations with respect to problems
of science education and scientific man-
power. Appropriate professional groups in
the various disciplines were given support for
a study and evaluation of sclence subject
matter offered in foreign educational sys-
tems, with the objective of improving science
curriculums in this country. Distinguished
forelgn scholare were brought here to visit
the various institutes sponsored by the
Foundation. Advanced students and scien-
tists have received Foundation support to
permit them to participate in international
educational programs. For example, a grant
was made to the University of Uppsala,
Bweden, for American participation in an
international summer institute in quantum
chemistry.

These varlous small programs have fur-
nished experience that will guide us in the
development and enlargement of future pro-
grams In international science education.

Other Iinternational sclentific activities:
Amendments to the National Sclence Foun-
dation Act which were passed by Congress
last year permit the Foundation to cooperate
in international scientific activities, whereas
previously it was limited to research activ-
ities. The amendments also permit the
Foundation, with the approval of the Secre-
tary of State, to grant fellowships or make
other arrangements with forelgn nationals
for scientific study or scientific work in the
United States. Under its existing and ex-
tended authority, and with the concurrence
of the Secretary of State, the Foundation
plans to expand its international activitles
on a modest scale.

The Foundation hopes to place, later on,
appropriately qualified persons at oversea
locations to carry out short-term studies in
limited areas of science that are of interest
and importance to both the United States
and the forelgn country. Eventually, it is
hoped, qualified persons can be placed over-
seas for longer periods for the purpose of
conducting and maintaining continuous con-
tact with the sclentific communities of other
countries.

As funds are made avallable, it may be
possible, also, to afford greater support to
certaln appropriate types of research and re-
search facilities abroad.

SCIENCE INFORMATION

The scope and importance of the scientific
information problem is something of which
the Foundation has been aware since the be-
ginning. Early attempts were made to study
certain aspects of the problem, and, with
the extremely limited funds available, sup-
port was given to small projects directed to-
ward this end. This was increased as the
overall appropriation grew, but a really
major effort in the field of scientific informa-
tion was made possible by almost simulta-
neous action by the executive and legislative
branches of Government.

In December 1958 the White House re-
leased a special report of the President's
Scilence Advisory Committee on “Improving
the Availability of Scientific and Technical
Information in the United States.” After
emphasizing the importance of the problem,
the President’s Committee recommended
that the National Sclence Foundation ex-
pand its scientific information program to
strengthen and coordinate existing govern-
mental and private efforts in this field.
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This recommendation was later implemented
by Executive Order No. 10807 of March 13,
1959. The National Defense Education Act
of 1958, under title IX, directed the Foun-
dation to establish a sclence information
service. The act also provided for the estab-
lishment of a 19-member Science Informa-
tlon Council whose members, Government
and non-Government, would represent a
broad range of skills and experience in the
problems of the communications needs of
scientists. The Office of Sclence Information
Service was formally established in the
Foundation on December 11, 1958, and the
Science Information Council first met in
February 1959.

The program activities of the Office of
Science Information Service fall generally
in five categories: (1) storage and retrieval
systems and mechanical translation; (ii)
sclentific publications; (iil) unpublished re-
search information; (iv) scientific data and
reference centers; and (v) foreign science
information. Through these several pro-
grams the Foundation seeks to increase the
dissemination of existing materials by help-
ing to provide for prompt publication of re-
search results, for reference alds and in-
formation centers of various kinds, and for
translations of significant scientific papers
in languages not widely understood by
American scientists.

Research on information problems. The
Foundation is supporting a slowly growing
body of research on new approaches to the
information problem. Most of the research
is concerned with exploration of ways to
use machines in information processing
tasks, such as the organization, storage, and
searching of scientific information and the
translation of scientific publications from
foreign languages into English. Before ma-
chines can process the texts of documents,
however, for either mechanized information
searching systems or mechanical translation
systems, more precise knowledge of syntax
and semantles is needed. Therefore, cur-
rent research activities In these areas are
extending our understanding of language
in the expectation that ultimately machines
will be able to handle linguistic data.

A Research Information Center and Ad-
visory Service on Information Processing has
been established jointly with the National
Bureau of Standards, with some financial
support from the Council on Library Re-
sources. The purpose of the new center is
to bring together research and development
data on methods and equipment for the au-
tomatic processing of scientific information.
The center will also endeavor to foster closer
cooperation among the groups in industry,
the private foundations, the universities, the
professional societies, and the agencies of the
Federal Government that are concerned with
developing and improving methods for rapid
and efficient handling of large volumes of
information.

In this same area, the Foundation is issu-
ing regularly two publications designed to
disseminate information on the scientific in-
formation fleld and foster cooperation
among research workers in that field. “Cur-
rent Research and Development in Scientific
Documentation” is issued semiannually as a
guide to current projects both here and
abroad, while “Non-Conventional Technical
Information Systems in Current Use" reports
on information systems that embody new
principles for the organization of subject
matter or employ automatic equipment for
storage and search,

In the support of sclentific publications,
temporary or emergency ald is given to pri-
mary journals and abstracting and indexing
services; also, funds are provided for the
preparation or publication of significant
monographs, reviews, and reference works
that could not be made generally available
without subsidy.
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Support of this kind is granted on the
basis of the needs of the sclentific commu-
nity and sound economic planning for the
publication.

Among the scientific journals partially
supported by the Foundation are two new
experimental periodicals, “Physical Review
Letters' 'and “Wildlife Disease.” The first is
designed to provide rapid, low-cost publica-
tion of short, up-to-the-minute articles on
physics research. The latter is the first jour-
nal to be published only in microform. The
purpose of this journal is to explore author,
reader, and librarian reaction to microform

-as a means of publishing research results at

greatly reduced costs.

The Foundation is also seeking to make
unpublished research information more ac-
cessible. The principal sources of such in-
formation are research reports and memo-
randums of Government and private insti-
tutions, theses and dissertations, and papers
presented at scientific conferences. An ex-
ample of Foundation activities in this area
is the recently initiated series of inventories
of information activities of those Federal
agences that operate major scientific infor-
mation programs. Four surveys in this se-
ries, covering the Department of Agriculture,
the Office of Naval Research, some programs
of the Department of Commerce, and the
Government Printing Office, have been pub-
lished, and others are in varlous stages of
preparation.

Two examples of data and reference cen-
ters supported by the Foundation are the
Office of Critical Tables (OCT) of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and the Blo-
Sciences Information Exchange (BSIE) of
the Smithsonian Institution. The OCT,
wholly supported by the Foundation, is a
coordinating and information center on
projects engaged in developing critlcal physi-
cal data of all kinds. The BSIE, supported
by the Foundation and other interested
agencies, functions as a repository of knowl-
edge on who is working on what in the bio-
logical sciences.

Plans are now being developed, with the
aid of the Federal Council on Science and
Technology, for broadening the information
exchange at the Smithsonian Institution to
include the physical sciences and possibly, at
a later date, the soclal sclences as well.

Foreign sclence information: The Founda-
tion is supporting the cover-to-cover trans-
lation of 35 key U.S.8.R. scientific journals.
Support is also being given the Midwest
Inter-Library Center for the acquisition of
approximately 2,300 “hard-to-get” foreign
biological and chemical journals.

A series of studies is being made that will
provide information on the organization,
characteristics, and generation of scientific
information in every major geographic area
of the world. Studies currently underway
or planned concern the Soviet Union, Po-
land, Japan, Indonesia, malnland China,
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Hungary.

The Foundation is coordinating a program,
involving several Federal agencies, whereby
foreign currencies accruing to the U.S. Gov-
ernment through sales of surplus agricul-
tural products will be used to support proj-
ects abroad for translating foreign-language
publications into English.

In order to provide an effective means of
exchanging information among groups work-
ing in the sclentific information fleld, the
foundation issues a bimonthly bulletin,
Sclence Information Notes. This bulletin
reports national and international develop-
ments and will, it is hoped, assist in pro-
moting increased cooperation and coordina-
tion among sclentific information services.

CONCLUSION

In any assessment of the role and accom-
plishments of the Foundation during its first
decade, it is necessary to consider the broader
question of Federal policy determination
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with respect to research support, research
facilities, and the development and use of
scientific manpower. Policy, in turn, must
be evaluated in terms of (1) the general prin-
ciples to be followed, (li) the organizmation
of the Federal Government for science and
technology, and (iii) the effectiveness of
the organization and operations in accom-
plishing the desired objectives. Let me sum-
marize briefly the conclusions discussed
above with respect to each of these points.

General principles: The first principle in
national science policy, as interpreted by the
Foundation, is the critical importance of
baslc research for progress in science and
technology. It is only through comprehen-
sive support of baslec research in all the fields
of science that one can discover the poten-
tialities for application that are so important
in the competitive technology of today. Be-
cause baslc research is an essential factor in
the advanced tralning of sclentists and engi-
neers, and because the university is the
natural home of basic research, it is clear
that major attention must always be paid
to the support of basic research in colleges
and universities.

The support of basle research is relatively
inexpensive. The significant costs of re-
search and development arise out of expen-
sive developmental programs, such as ballis-
tic missiles, especially when these are
undertaken on a crash basis. Since there is
bound to be an upper limit to the amount
of money available for sclence and technol-
ogy, it is obvious that needed economies
should be effected through careful selection
of the developments to be undertaken. But
it is false economy to curtail the basic re-
search that uncovers leads for future de-
velopments.

In the support of basic research there are
three important considerations: Progress of
science, development of the individual, and
strengthening and development of the in-
stitutions where research is done.

By and large, the Federal Government has
paid the most attention to the first two
categories. The progress of sclence has been

and which permits the agen-
cles to support proposals selected from those
submitted. The Government has paid con-
siderable attention to the development of
the individual through fellowship and other
educational programs and through special
programs to improve science teaching and
sclence courses.

A national problem to which the Federal
Government has paid relatively little atten-
tion, however, is that of support for educa-
tional institutions to enable them to de-
velop their own capabilities in science and
engineering. Institutions have benefited
greatly from Government support of research
projects and from awards, such as fellow-
ships, to individuals, but they have received
little aid of a sufficiently general type to
enable them to carry out their own plans
for growth in sclence and engineering and
to maintain a proper balance between these
activities and others in which they engage.
The needs are great: Graduate research
laboratories require modernization in terms
of builldings, equipment, and space; the
salary scale in many institutions urgently
needs adjustment upward; there is a great

operating funds; in the secondary schools
the salary problem is also acute, and al-
progress is being made, much still
remains to be accomplished.
The Federal Government's policy with re-
spect to the problems of the institutions is

the importance of satisfying those needs, to
the extent possible, from State and private
sources in accordance with American tradi-
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tions. But it is also the responsibility of
to

of the resources avallable to our educational
institutions is a national problem and one
which the Federal Government must help
to meet. Another problem to which I have
referred above is the growing need for
evaluation and handling of competing claims
in speclal areas of basic research which their
supporters feel are critical. Atmospheric
physiecs, oceanography, meteorclogy, and seis-
mology are examples of areas that in recent
years have been found to lack adequate sup-
port, trained personnel, facilities, and equip-
ment. Special technigues may be required
for handling such problem areas, but these
special problems should not obscure the need
for comprehensive support of basic research
in all fields of science.

Organization of the Federal Government
for greatest progress: In recent years there
has been extensive discussion of the ade-
quacy of the Federal Government’'s organiza-
tion for dealing with matters of science and
technology. At the present time, each Gov-
ernment agency has its own organization
for research and development. Overall pol-
icy recommendations econcerning the Na-
tion’s effort and Federal responsibilities for
science in the strict meaning of the term are
vested in the foundation and centered in its
Presidentially appointed National Sclence
Board. The President’s Sclence Advisory
Committee considers critical scientific and
technological matters relating to the na-
tional security and welfare; the Federal
Council for Sclence and Technology is re-
sponsible for overall long-range planning
and matters of coordination In research and
development activitles among the Federal
agencies; sclence In foreign affairs is repre-
sented In the Department of State by the
Sclence Adviser to the Secretary; and finally,
the Special Assistant to the President for
Sclence and Technology makes immediately
available to the President advice in any of
those areas bearing upon critical questions
of policy or action.

Effectiveness of organization and opera-
tions: In principle, the organization thus
outlined should be able to deal with most
fundamental issues involving sclence and
technology with which the Government is
faced. On the record, many major issues
have been met effectively, the cooperation of
participating scientists has been outstanding,
and progress along many lines has been note-
worthy. However, part of this structure has
not been operating long enough to evaluate
its effectiveness.

In the meantime, suggestions have been
made, especially in Congress, for a more radi-
cal type of organization—for example, a cab-
inet department for science and technology.
If, by this, 1s meant a department that would
assume complete bility for all re-
search and development in the Federal Gov-
ernment, the suggestion can surely be dis-
missed as being completely Impractical.
Overcentralization of science in a depart-
ment of this type would be strenuously op-
posed by all scientists and engineers as hos-
tile to their basic philosophy, and by Federal
agencies as usurping their essential prerog-
atives and responsibilities.

If, on the other hand, the suggested de-
partment of science and technology were
intended to provide supervision and control
over the research and development activities
of other Federal agencles, it would encounter
severe administrative difficulties as differ-
ences of opinion arose between it and the in-
dividual agencies. Under our form of govern-
ment, no agency can be expected to exercise
such a role, which y belongs in the
White House or in the Executive Office of the
President.

A third suggestion, more limited In scope,
is that there should be brought together
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in one de t' certain major research
and development activitles now operating as
part of regular departments. Included
would be such establishments as the U.S.
Weather Bureau, the National Bureau of
Standards, the Hydrographic Office, and the
Geological Survey. Such a consolidation
might well advance the research and develop-
ment activities of these agencies but would
leave the problem of what to do with their
functions as service organizations to the de-
partments in which they are presently
located. It is to be hoped that Inadequacies
in the present situation that have given rise
to this suggested plan can be remedied by
constructive action of the departments
concerned.

Admittedly there are problems of consid-
erable magnitude to be solved in achieving
maximum effectiveness in the organization
and operations of the Federal Government
with respect to science and technology.
However, the greatest need at the moment,
appears to be that of full support for the
present organization, which is relatively new
both in its overall aspects and in the internal
organization of individual agencies. In the
charter for the Federal Council on Science
and Technology, for example, it is provided
that each member will speak authoritatively
for his department or agency in matters
pertaining to science and technology. A
simple way of carrying out this provision
would be for each department to appoint
as its representative an Assistant Secretary
for Research and Development, or someone
in an equivalent position.

It must be remembered that the problem
of large-scale Government administration of
science is recent, dating back only to World
War II. We have had to feel our way into
a whole new area of policy and operation.
Scientists and engineers must be ready to
accept full-time Government posts and to
acquire the training and background in ad-
ministration that are essential to this new
role. The agencies and departments, on the
other hand, must accept the growing im-
portance of sclence and technology and
adapt their administrative structures to
meet its needs. The problem is one that
calls for great understanding as well as co-
operation and good will on all sides.

A final word: Irrespective of individual
opinions as to the manner in which the
National Science Foundation is carrying out
its assigned role, it cannot be denied that
the importance of science in national affairs
is such as to justify the establishment of an
agency dedicated to the progress of basic
research and education in the sciences. Nor
will it be denied that the Federal Govern-
ment should be increasingly concerned with
the progress of science and technology, both
in its own agencies and in the Nation at
large. The current estimated national ex-
penditure of $12 billion on research and de-
velopment would bear out this conclusion,
even if more important considerations were
not involved.

But it is also clear, that the whole respon-
sibility cannot and should not rest with the
Federal Government. It is essential that
the clitizens of the country understand and
appreclate the importance of science and
technology in all its phases, but especially
the importance of basic research and educa~
tion. Without the understanding and sup-
port of the people of the United States, the
Federal Government will be unable to take
proper measures for the adequate support of
basic research and education In sclence.
Individual voters, communities, and States
must clearly recognize their responsibilities.
The problems inherent in sclence and tech-
nology cannot be dismissed on the assump-
tion that they can be met by the Federal
Government without understanding, sup-
port, and local action by informed citizens.
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NATIONAL RADIO MONTH

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President.
This is National Radio Month and a
good time to remember that radio pro-
vides a veritable lifeline with its prompt
announcements when advance warnings
are needed regarding weather catas-
trophes, or when emergencies develop
requiring pleas for help or first aid in-
formation. Some 97 out of every 100
homes in the Nation have radios, and
this valuable medium of communication
plays a vital role in the lifestream of our
country.

I ask unanimous consent to include
a fact sheet pointing out many of the
valuable services performed to all com-
munities by this vital means of com-
munications.

There being no objection, the fact
sheet was ordered to be printed in the
REcorb, as follows:

National Radio Month this year will be
symbolized by the theme, “Radio—the
Heart Beat of Main Street.” Radio’s vital
role in the lifestream of the country will be
brought to the attention of the public
through a nationwide program reaching into
every community.

The unstinting and generous assistance
that radio contributes to every civic situa-
tion will be dramatized by local cooperative
projects between radio stations and commun-
ity organizations.

Radio is always in the forefront: As a
lifetime during emergencies with advance
warnings, first ald information, pleas for
help; as a crusader for civic betterment; as
an education and information medium for
cltizen and student; as a source of facts on
our democratic processes and institutions.

Today, there are more than 1556 million
radios in use in the United States. Ninety-
seven out of every one-hundred homes in
the Nation have radios.

Americans are seldom more than an arms-
length from a radio set; no matter where
they are—at home, in a car, at the beach.
About 39 million cars are equipped with
radios. Portable radios are made to fit the
pocket and purse.

Today, there are more than 4,000 radio
stations on the alr in the United States, an
increase of 228 since last year. Their pro-
grams of information and entertainment
reach the remotest areas of the country and
the humblest of homes,

One survey of 5,000 women representing
a cross section of U.S. households showed
that they listened to radio 4 hours and 36
minutes a day.

FM (frequency modulation) is particularly
effective for reaching a select audience.
Most family income of FM listeners ranges
upwards of $7,5600, many over $15,000, a re-
search study reveals.

Radio listening knows no bounds of age,
sex, geographical location or season. More
than half of the country's professional men
tune in five or more days each week. More
than nine out of every ten single working
women tune in to radio each week. Among
men and women between the ages of 50 and
65, about 9 out of 10 listen every week,
nearly half of them tune in every day.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, across
the Nation, observances will be held from
May 1 through 31 in recognition of Na-
tional Radio Month.

Historically, radio—along with other
outstanding modes of communiecation—
has made a significant contribution, not
only to a better informed citizenry, but
also to progress in industry, commerce,
navigation, traffic control, as well as de-
fense and other fields.
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At this time, I ask unanimous consent
to have a supplemental statement on the
significance of the radio industry printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

Since regular broadcasting began over 40
years ago, the radio industry has grown
tremendously and the rate of growth has
continued right up to the present.

In 1950, for example, there were about 85
million radio sets in use in the United States,
or about 56 sets for every 100 persons. Now,
there are over 1556 million; approximately
88 for every 100 persons.

In 1950 there were about 41 million homes
in which there were one or more radio re-
ceivers; today approximately 50 million
American homes have radios, about 97 out
of every 100 homes. More than 99 percent
of the farm homes have radios.

There are now about 39 million car radios
in use. Since 1950 car radios have increased
2.3 times. Of every 100 passenger cars on
the road today, 76 have radios; of every 100
passenger cars manufactured last year in
the United States, 79 were equipped with
radios at the factory.

In 1950, 10 million radios of all types were
manufactured in the United States. Last
year (1959) some 15,622,000 were produced,
an increase of 56 percent in home, car, and
portable radios manufactured.

Versatility of radio is shown by the va-
riety of types in use, such as clock radios,
car radios, portable radios. The develop-
ment of transistors has made possible minia-
turization of portables to fit purse or pocket.
About 95 percent of the portable radios pro-
duced in 1959 were transistor radios.

Overall, these facts illustrate the signifi-
cant role of radio in Amerlcan life—now and
in the future.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY
COMMISSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 1310,
Senate bill 3387.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S.
3387) to authorize appropriations for the
Atomiec Energy Commission in accord-
ance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,

PADRE ISLAND, A TEXAS TREASURE
ISLAND, AWAITS ACT OF CON-
GRESS, TO BECOME NATIONAL
PLAYGROUND

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
in view of pending legislation to estab-
lish a National Seashore Recreation
Area on Padre Island, the Senate should
be particularly interested in the follow-
ing report by Mr. Carl E. Cavender:

Behind the stroke of the painter’s brush
or the lens of the naturalist's camera, there
is harbored a longing to seek out his own
serenely hallowed oasls. These expanses of
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unmarred natural beauty are fast becoming
few in number, because the waves of civil-
ization are washing development across our
lands.

Writing in the May 1960 issue of
National Parks magazine, Mr. Cavender
has written a most colorful and eloquent
plea for preservation for public use
“Texas Treasure Island.”

Although time in this session of Con-
gress is racing past, there is still time to
pass the basic legislation needed for
permanently preserving America's long-
est seashore area for use by all Amer-
icans. With each passing year the costs
of the proposed project increase because
the land prices climb higher. In addi-
tion, more and more of the 117-mile is-
land is lost to public use by private de-
velopment,

As Mr. Cavender writes:

Leaving Padre Island is like leaving an-
other world—the wilderness of yesterday.
This perfect playground with its sloping
beaches and sometimes 40-foot-high sand
dunes must be preserved in its natural state,
Somewhere, some day, something good is in
store for this island.

Mr. President, if the Senate will act
favorably on the proposal to establish
a national seashore recreation area on
Padre Island, I predict that it will be
creating a new park which will one day
rival the scenic Yellowstone, in public
popularity. With our Nation’s tremend-
ously expanding population, and in this
day, when greater and greater numbers
of families enjoy vacations, hundreds of
thousands, many millions, more Ameri-
cans will flock to the seashores and the
mountains. That is one of the natural
social phenomena of our times. We
know, for example, that many people
build a boat and put a mortgage on it
even before they build and mortgage a
home.

Very few places still remain in our
country that are open beach land. We
see more and more beaches being fenced
in, as at Miami, for example. In the
long stretch of 3,700 miles of coastline,
from Brownsville, Tex., to the eastern
cape of Maine, there are only 265 miles
of public parks and beaches.

At Padre Island there is a 117 mile
stretch of beach, and last year the Na-
tional Park Advisory Board recommend-
ed that 88 miles of it be set apart as a
national seashore area. Within the past
3 weeks the Secretary of the Interior, Mr.
Seaton, recommended that 88 miles be
set apart as a national seashore recrea-
tion area, and has recommended that
Congress appropriate $25 million to set
up the Padre Island National Seashore
Recreation Area and the Cape Cod Rec-
reation Area and the Oregon Dunes Rec-
reation Area.

Many of us have felt very free to criti-
cize the administration for not doing
something. In this project the admin-
istration is urging Congress to do some-
thing for the American people. We in
Congress ought to do something for the
American people by setting up this rec-
reational area before it is too late.

At each end of Padre Island salesmen
are peddling lots, trying to sell them
off as fast as they can before the recre-
ation area can be set up. We are liter-
ally racing against time. We should
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certainly do something now, while the
land can still be purchased at reason-
able prices. We can do that if we act
promptly.

The white sands of Padre Island offer
the opportunity to preserve America’s
longest, southernmost natural seashore
for all our people. I urge congressional
approval of the legislation creating a
Padre Island National Seashore this
session.

In order that the Congress might have
more complete information concerning
Padre Island, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the body of the
Recorp the article by Carl E. Cavender
in the May 1960 issue of National Parks
magazine, entitled: “Texas Treasure Is-
]m "

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

TEXAS TREASURE ISLAND
(By Carl E. Cavender)

Behind the stroke of the painfer’s brush
or the lens of the naturalist’s camera, there
is harbored a longing to seek out his own
serenely hallowed oasis. These expanses of
unmarred natural beauty are fast becoming
few in number, because the waves of civili-
zation are washing developmenf across our
lands. Our systems to preserve these num-
bered tracts are spurred forward by a few
elbow-swinging conservationists, who hope
that tomorrow we may look proudly upon
our land and recall its beginning.

Bordering the warm tidal currents of the
Gulf of Mexico lies 117 miles of white roll-
ing sands, that are—and have been for some-
time—under consideration as a mnational
seashore site. Padre Island is a desert, an
oasis, and the perfect picture of desolation
itself. To the misconceptions of a few,
Padre Island could never become another
Miami Beach—at least not without expend-
iture of milllons of dollars. What then is
the destiny of these sleeping dunes?

One morning, into the horizon’s orange,
spring sunrise, I steered my car via Corpus
Christi’s Ocean Drive route, 18 miles to the
bow-shaped Padre Island. This was a com-
mon sight to me, a resident of the Coastal
Bend; but with each trip my eyes searched
out new adventure.

As I crossed the 4-mile span of causeway
to Padre, my attention was captured by a
flock of pelicans, about 75 in number, The
white birds nestled in the glistening salt
waters of Laguna Madre, that 600 square
miles of inland waterway which is some-
times called the last leg of the Chicago to
Brownsville Intracoastal Canal.

Laguna Madre is profusely spotted by tiny
islands that are literally swamped with bird
life. The more popular of these islands In
this marshy area, are Big Bird and Little
Bird Islands. Until recent years, many of
these tiny islands were relatively unexplored
by anyone other than fishermen and duck
hunters. They have thus remained the per-
fect nesting place for birds.

Quite like our feathered friends, I too was
seeking a retreat. On this particular morn-
ing my quest was for driftwood and old bot-
tles. My destination was any part of the
beach which was uninhabited and lacking
the beer shanties and other eyesores from
which I wanted to escape.

My car dromed along the hardened sand
at the water's edge, on the gulf side of Padre.
I had picked the perfect time for my drift-
wood hunt, the tides were dropping and the
winds were subsiding from a recent storm,
leaving the debris-cluttered beach a beach-
comber’s paradise,

Cars with 18 Inches of wheel clearance
can be lost to the clutches of the softer
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sands, as I have learned from experience, so
I continued to ride the wet sands near the
water. I was ever dodging the trash that
had been lashed upon the shore. It was
hard to distinguish between a fellyfish and
a bottle; there were thousands, no—there
were millions of the blue-red bubbles that
had been cast to their destruction upon the
scorching sand.

I was amagzed first by the large flock of
pelicans; then there were the jellyfish (more
than I ever imagined I would see in my life-
time); but here, I arrived at my destination.

The drift was piled higher than houses
and extended the length of the beach. Trees,
too big for a truck to move and logs of all
shapes and sizes were jutting from the bar-
rier. I found bamboo, coconuts, and several
other varieties of drift that must have trav-
eled thousands of miles to rest on Padre’s
shore, I also found a small raft and won-
dered from what distant isle it might have
come.

Centuries of storms like the one just
passed have made the history of this island.
I had come to Padre to “get away from it all,”
and indeed, I was, for I was alone with
history.

Padre Island's storybook had no beginning,
as we know it; but it had to start somewhere.
Cannibal Earankawa Indians were probably
the first human inhabitants of this barren
waste, and were later followed by other tribes
and Spanish and Anglo-American settlers,
who rid the lands of them. Pirates and
smugglers, soldiers and sallors, fishermen,
beachcombers, and cowboys later followed;
and now come the tourists.

PIRATES AND SPANISH TREASURE

Padre was first called Isle de Santiago,
then explorer Parilla named it San Carlos de
las Malaguitos. It was finally tagged after
the Padre Nicolas Balll who was granted the
land by the King of Spain. At this time,
the island was separated from its neighbor-
ing brother, Mustang, to the north, but due
to shifting sands along Devil’s Elbow, the
Corpus Christl Pass was closed, thus joining
the two islands.

At least one of the towering dunes may
hoard a vast amount of treasure, according
to historical reports. A violent hurricane
developed in this region in 1553, and a Span-
ish fleet headed for Spain via the Bahamas
was caught In its treacherous winds and
waves. Three ships went under and 4
limped into the Bahama port, but 13 were
forced by currents and high winds to the
ghostlike arm of the sandbar, Devil's Elbow.
Only 2 men of 300 men, women, and children
survived the horrible slaughter by hostile
savages In an island-long chase.

The Eing of Spain detailed salvage expert
Don Angel de la Villafana, who remarkably
recovered the booty from 12 of the ill-fated
ships with the help of his crew. A skindiver
myself, this seems an impossible task with-
out the modern diving gear we use off Padre’s
waters today. So one ship remains some-
where along the once open Corpus Christi
Pass; its estimated hoard is in the high
thousands.

Another report of treasure upon Padre Is-
land’s sands is that of the $62,000 fortune
believed buried by John Singer, who along
with his family was shipwrecked in their
yacht in 1847. An expedition in June of
1858 found remnants of a lost city and some
old relics, but no $62,000.

Maybe there are no real treasures on Padre
Island, but we like to think so; and tales
about the pirate Morgan and smugglers of the
early days give Padre an intriguing and
alluring past.

We shake our heads to clear them of
dreams, pick up our own little treasures of
drift and decorative old bottles, and leave
Padre alone with its history, as we head for
home.
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Leaving Padre is like leaving another
world—the wlilderness of yesterday. The
coyote, the rattlesnake, and the rabbit Hve
together here. This Is the summer home of
a multitude of migratory birds. Its waters
have one of the largest variety of fishes along
the gulf coast. The sea grass atop the dunes
seemingly waves a goodby with the wind.
But this is yesterday.

WHAT OF PADRE'S FUTURE?

The future of Padre Island Hes with legal-
ities. This perfect playground with its slop-
ing beaches and sometimes 40-foot-high sand
dunes must be preserved in its natural state.
Somewhere, some day, somethin,_ good is in
store for this island. It has a future.

The concern for its future has been exem-
plified, as far back as 1937 with the first State
Park bill proposal. I for one hope the elbow
swinging of the conservationists will not go
unwarranted and that tomorrow Padre Is-
land will be the same sleeping dunes in all
its wilderness and serenity.

JUDGE JESSE ANDREWS, THE “MR.
DEMOCRAT” WHO SHAPED HOUS-
TON’S DESTINY, IS HONORED BY
HOUSTONIANS AND THE HOUS-
TON PRESS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
on Thursday, May 5, 1960, the Houston
chapter of the American Institute of
Architects paid tribute to the Honorable
Judge Jesse Andrews, one of the truly
great Texans and Americans of our day.

Judge Andrews, who is known to many
Texans as “Mr. Democrat,” has had a
leadership role in shaping the growth
and destiny of Texas’ largest city—Hous-
ton. As the Houston Press pointed out
in a recent editorial:

While he was chairman of the planning
commission from 1940-66, our city grew
from 73 square miles to 166 square miles,
from 385,000 people to about 800,000.

Surely, no one will challenge that
Judge Andrews took the lead in building
Houston into one of the great cities of
our Nation, and it is entirely fitting that
architects should honor him for this
work.

But I believe that Judge Andrews has
won even greater respect and devotion
by his vision and dedication as a real
patriot. He has made an invaluable
contribution to political enlightenment
in Texas—working from the grassroots
to the fop echelons of government for
the programs and goals which have made
his city ranked among the most pro-
gressive and prosperous in the Nation.
He has fought machines of entrenched
greed in an effort for good government.
He did not jump on bandwagons if they
were wrong. He took the harder course
when it was right. He sacrificed for
honest government in our time.

Mr. President, recently Mr. John
Barnhill of the Houston Press wrote an
excellent article concerning Judge An-
drews’ life and work. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the CoNGRES-
sToNAL REcorD the story from the May 4,
1960, issue of the Houston Press, by John
Barnhill entitled “Man Who Saw Hous-
ton's Destiny To Be Honored—Jesse
Andrews,” as well as the editorial from
the Thursday, May 5, 1960, issue of the
Houston Press entitled “To Jesse An-
drews, a Deserved Tribute.”
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There being no objection, the article
and editorial were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Houston Press, May 4, 1960]
Manw WHo Saw HovusToN’s DEsTINY To BE
HONORED—JESSE ANDREWS
(By John Barnhill)

The 86-year-old lawyer rubbed a wrinkled
hand slowly across his brow as he leaned
back in the swivel chair of his downtown
office and reflected on 60 years of watching—
and helping—his town grow.

As he reminisced, you could tell this was
an wunusual man. Gentle, modest, soft-
spoken. He wasn't the dynamic personality
that you might expect of one of Houston’s
most outstanding citizens and civic leaders.

GUIDED PROGRESS

But Jesse Andrews is responsible for guid-
ing much of the city’s progress as well as the
success of one of the Southwest's largest law
firms, Baker, Botts, Andrews & Shepherd.

When he hung his shingle here back in
1896 after 5 years at the University of Texas,
young Mr. Andrews didn’'t have one friend
among the 27,6567 persons who inhabited the
9 square miles of Houston.

Today, a good part of the city’'s 1 million
citizens know—or at least have heard—of
Jesse Andrews in one capacity or another.

EIXTEEN YEARS A LEADER

Upon his retirement as chairman of the
city planning commission 4 years ago, he
completed 16 years of leadership in setting
the groundwork for Houston's growth.

For the contributions during that period,
the Houston chapter of the American Insti-
tute of Architects will honor Mr. Andrews
tomorrow at 7:15 p.m. in the Engineers
Club.

His accomplishments continue in more
fields than city planning, however.

KEEPS HIS SCHEDULE

As senlor partner in the Baker, Botts law
firm, he keeps the same rigid 8 to 5 sched-
ule that the 80-odd attorneys follow and,
as one of his employees said, usually works
harder and longer than anybody in the
office. He has a number of personal clients.

Mr. Andrews said he’s lived by the theory:

“A man ought to work hard, be diligent,
and be economical.” (He's of Scotch descent
and abhores waste.)

As one of the county's most prominent
political leaders, he's earned the title of “Mr.
Democrat,” but says modestly, “it hardly
applies.”

His long life in Houston started after a
career as a guard on the University of Texas’
first football team—when a football was the
only piece of equipment we had and the
right end ran the team, as there was no
coach.

SAW CITY'S DESTINY

Folding his hands in his lap, the veteran
attorney recalled:

“Houston seemed destined to become a

arm of the sea. That’s why I chose
it as home.”

The son of a horse-and-buggy doctor in
‘Waterproof, La., he began a private
in a strange city where a cousin was the only
person he knew even faintly.

Within several years he went to work for
Baker, Botts, and in 1906 was taken into
the firm as a partner.

Today the firm sprawls over two floors of
the Esperson Building and has some 30 part-
ners compared to the three when Mr. An-
drews started. He is also chairman of the
executive committee of the
Southwest.

From 1940 to 19568 when he served on the
city planning commission, Houston grew
from 73 miles and 385,000 persons to
165 square miles and a population of 725,000.

Bank of the
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FAVORS ZONING

A strong proponent of zoning, Mr. Andrews
sald you can look around the city today and
see what we've lost without it.

He claims It results in economic loss, de-
preciation in value of property, and said city
planning is difficult without it.

“Take the Montrose area for example. At
one time it was probably one of the most
attractive subdivisions in the city, but it
lost its character due to commercial de-
velopment and will never be a choice resi-
dential district again.”

“Had it been zoned,” Mr. Andrews said, “it
would be comparable with River Oaks today.”

Turning to politics, which 1s one of his
favorite subjects, Mr. Andrews predicted a
victory for the Democrats this year.

“Remember there are more Democrats than
Republicans in the Nation and I don't think
Nmon will be a strong presidential candi-
date.”

[From the Houston Press, May 5, 1960]
To JESSE ANDREWS, A DESERVED TRIBUTE

Jesse Andrews is a venerable but vigorous
86 years of age.

What a wonderful life he has lived and
enjoyed with the lovely wife he married 60
years ago.

Tonight he is to be paid high tribute by
the Houston Chapter of the American Insti-
tute of Architects for his 16 years of out-
standing service to Houston as chalrman of
the city planning commission. Those who
know Mr. Andrews will agree on this: It
would be hard to pay him too high a tribute,

While he was chairman of the planning
commission from 1940-56, our city grew from
73 square miles to 165 square miles, from
385,000 people to about 800,000.

Under his forward-thinking direction the
planning commission guided this huge
growth and laid the groundwork for an even
greater Houston of the future. The com-
mission set up a parks and parkway system, a
major street plan, a permanent policy of sub-
division development, and the blueprint for
our vital freeway system.

These were tough civic problems. They
took vision. They took long hours of work.
They took much patience and understand-
ing. At the expense of his time as one of
the State’s top lawyers, that's what Mr,
Andrews gave his city in abundance.

Jesse Andrews came to Houston in 1896
because he forsaw clearly the future of our
city.

It is a little hard to realize that a man who
goes to his law office daily in the Esperson
Bullding was born less than 10 years after
the Civil War ended—born in Waterproof,
La., when the nearby Mississippl was Mark
Twaln's river of steamboat-landing cities and
towns and cottonfields lining each bank.

It is even harder to realize that Mr,
Andrews still looks to the future so eagerly.
Talk to him today and what's he chiefly in-
terested in: Saturday’s election and its effect
on the future of Houston and Texas. Ask
him about the great work the planning com-
mission did under his chairmanship and what
does he say: He says he regrets the com-
mission hasn't been able to win the biggest
planning battle of all—zoning—because zon-
ing, as Mr. Andrews thinks it should operate,
would allow Houston greater but more or-
derly growth possibilities for the future.

Mr. Andrews is an amazing man. He is an
inspiration to know.

That is, perhaps, the finest thing about
Jesse Andrews. He makes himself easy to
know. For 64 years a man of rank in
& high-ranked profession, he takes the time
to do the little things that mean much to
others. He is considerate. He likes other
people. He shows it. He solicits thelr views.
With dignity, he holds firm to his own. A
liberal in Democratic Party politics, he has
been honored by Presidents, but he prefers
to work at the precinct level.
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The men whose keen, trained minds and
hands create and detail our projects-to-he—
our achitects—could pick no more worthy
man to honor than Jesse Andrews. He is a
man of a grand past who peers steadily
forward to help us make our future even
grander.

DR. R. L. SKRABANEE, OF TEXAS
A, & M., REPORTS AMERICA WILL
NEED TWICE AS MUCH FOOD BY
A.D. 2010

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
while the Congress is seeking solutions
to the highly complex national agricul-
tural problems—including the high costs
of great stocks of surplus commodities—
we must keep an eye on the future as
well as the present.

Recently Dr. R. L. Skrabanek, pro-
fessor of sociology at Texas A. & M.
College and Texas Agricultural Experi-
ment Station, delivered an extremely en-
lightening paper on our projected na-
tional needs for agricultural products for
the year A.D, 2010.

On the basis of population growths
and other pertinent factors, he figures
that this Nation in just 50 years will need
about double the amount of food and
livestock it is producing today.

Dr. Skrabanek’s paper was originally
delivered at the annual meeting of the
Texas Soil Conservation Distriet Super-
visors in Galveston and was published
in excerpted form on the March 1960
issue of Soil and Water magazine. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp the article by Dr. R. L.
Skrabanek in March 1960 Soil and Water
entitled, “Food for the Future: Looking
Ahead to A.D. 2010.”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Foop For THE FUTURE—LOOKING AHEAD TO
AD. 2010
(By Dr. R. L. Skrabanek)

There is a great deal of thought being
glven to this topic by a number of very able
persons in our Natlon and I am glad that
your program committee saw fit to include
it on the program since soll conservation
will play a key role in obtaining the produc-
tion we will need.

I would like to discuss this topic at two
different levels. The first is at the level of
sociologists who are population analysts.
This happens to be my fleld of work—sociol-
ogy as it applies to the agricultural scene,
and about 90 percent of my research is in
the population field.

How many people we will have is one of the
key factors in projecting our needs for agri-
cultural products. I make this statement
because thus far no way has been invented
of increasing the amount of food consumed
on a per person basis. Now some of your
friends might have bigger stomachs than
they did a few years ago, but on the average
the total amount of food intake has remained
unchanged per person in our country. In
1910, for example, the individual American
citizen consumed 1,576 pounds of food per
capita. A half century later, or in 1955, this
figure remained around 1,758 pounds per
capita. In the long run, then, those statistics
tend to show that the number of people to
be fed and clothed is the basic consideration
in projecting agricultural requirements.
While our diet habits may change, the total
consumption per person is a falrly static
amount. Therefore, we must depend upon
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population increase for most of the expanded
consumption of agricultural products in our
Nation in the future.

on present information, there is
predicted a population increase of some 50
million between the present time and 1975,
and 190 million by 2010. (From 178 million
in 1960 to 230 million in 1975, and 370 million
in 2010). This figure represents about a 29-
percent increase in the next 15 or 16 years
and better than a 100-percent increase by
2010. In other words, we expect to have two
people in the United States in 2010 for
every one who is here now.

Using the total expected population in-
crease and the current per capita consump-
tion of individual agricultural products, and
if we make the assumption that our food
habits and types of clothing materials do
not change, then we can get a pretty good
picture of the additional amount of agri-
cultural products we will be consuming in
2010. These figures can be obtained simply
by multiplying the per capita consumption
by the increased population, and the at-
tached table shows these

Let's adopt these as our five baaic assump-
tions:

1. Our population will grow at a fairly
rapid rate, there being 370 million people in
the United States in 2010.

2. A healthy growth in our Nation’s econ-
omy will prevail, with a gross national prod-
uct about five times as high as in 1956 and
per capita incomes about 214 times as high
in another 50 years. A per capita income of
£4,900 is assumed in 2010, as compared with a
per capita income of $2,000 in 1956 (based on
1957 dollars) .
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3. The per capita consumption of food will
remain at about the same level as in 1959,
but some changes in eating hablts will take
place toward more of the higher cost foods
such as meats, milk, fruits, and vegetables,
but less of the cereals, potatoes, and heavy
carbohydrate foods.

4, An export level which is approximately
the same as that of 1959.

5. No major wars will take place.

Now using these as our basic assumptions,
these are the projected agricultural needs
for 2010:

1. The utilization of farm products for
2010 is projected at a level about 2.4 times
as high as today.

2. The increased output called for in meat
animals, poultry, and of llvestock products
in general is greater than for crops as a
whole. Particularly the need for feed crops
is projected to rise less than livestock, pro-
duction needs because of a predicted fur-
ther increase of about 17 percent in the ef-
ficlency of feed conversion by livestock by
2010.

3. The overall figures for farm product
utilization for the year 2010 over the 1959
base year calls for about 214 times the total
production of livestock and livestock prod-
ucts with the crop output needs to just
about double that of today.

Among food items the biggest projected
needs will be for poultry and fruits and
vegetables. The need for some nonfood ma-
terials produced in agriculture, such as lum-
ber, tobacco, grain, and oil crops, is esti-
mated to be slightly higher than the in-
creases needed for agricultural items which
are used for food.

Projected national needs for specified agricultural products for 1975 and 2010

1959 Projected needs above 1950
capita consumption levels
Product P-
tion
1975 2010
Meats (carcass weight):
Beel D d 81 4,412, 000,000 | 18, 552, 000, 000
Veal ] do 6 312, 000, 000 1, 152, 000, 000
Lamb and mutton. do 4.6 234, 000, 000 864, 000, 000
Poulrtgk- do 67 3, 484,000,000 | 12, 864, 000, 000
Eggs (ready to cook) 20.5 1, 534 5, 664
0. P 20.8 1, 549, 000, 000 5, 722, 000, 000
Turkey. - do 6 812, 000, 000 1, 152, 000, 000
Milk gallons 80 4,160 15, 360
Fruits:
Fresh. .. pounds.. 99 5,148, 000,000 | 19, 008, 000, 000
F e [ R 46 2, 302, 000, 000 8, 832, 000, 000
Vegetables
= 124 | ,448,000,000 | 23,808, 000,000
C: 44 2, 288, 000, 000 8, 448, 000, 000
mn-m.. 8 416, 000, 000 1, 536, 000, 000
i s 103 5, 356, 000, 000 | 19, 776, 000, 000
gg:ltg: ...................................................... 26 1, 352, 000, 000 4,992, 000, 000
Rice (milled) 7o 5 260, 000, 000 960, 000, 000
heat - el 2 2 104, 000, 000 384, 000, 000

Norte.—Based mﬂ?ﬁ and 2!)10 ?opu.lation projections and 1959 per capita consumption levels; not taking into

account possible es in food h

COLLEGE HOUSING

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point an article
entitled “Housing for Exploding College
Population,” written by George W. Oakes,
and published in last Sunday’s Washing-
ton Star.

It deals with a subject which is pend-
ing before the Housing Subcommittee of
the Committee on Banking and Curren-
cy, and before Congress. The author
makes a very fine statement on the need
for college housing, and I invite the at-

tention of my colleagues in the Senate to
the article,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

HoUsINGg FOR EXPLODING COLLEGE POPULATION
(By George W. Oakes)

More than half of all college and uni-
versity housing built in this country last
year was financed by the Federal Govern-
ment. The college housing loan program,
begun in 1861, has been one of the Govern-
ment’s most successful lending operations
and has never had a loan defaulted in princi-
pal or interest.

Since the program’s inception Federal
loans totalling $1,176 million have been
granted to 1,200 college and university proj-
ects, Housing accommodations totalling
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285,000 has been provided at colleges, uni-
versities, and hospitals as well as nearly a
hundred related facilities such as student
unions, student centers, dining halls, cafe-
terias, and health centers.

This month Senate and House hearings
will be held preparatory to congressional ac-
tion authorizing additional loan funds. A
real fight for the continuance of the program
is anticipated because the administration
has refused to include it in its budget and
instead has recommended as an alternative
a long-term bond program with Federal
funds only for servicing the debt. Under the
Eisenhower proposal the bonds would be sold
through commercial channels to private in-
vestors at a higher interest rate than the col-
leges now pay the Government.

DEMOCRATS BACK IT

However, the Democratic congressional
leadership, which has strongly backed Sen-
ator SPARKMAN and Representative Rains in
their successful efforts to keep the college
housing p . Is tryilng to reject the ad-
ministration’s substitute. The Democrata
are being supported by the entire college and
university community, which regards the
continuance of the present program as es-
sential,

The extraordinary rise in college ‘enroll-
ments in the last decade has created an ex-
ceptional shortage of student housing, In
1959 there were 4.4 percent more college stu-
dents than in 1958 when 35.6 percent of all
college-age youths were attending institu-
tions of higher education. The Office of Ed-
ucation estimates that 10 years from now
college enrollment will be over 6 million
students, almost twice as many as now.

Even today there is too much overcrowd-
ing in college dormitories. Thirty percent
of college students live in housing provided
by the institutions. Commissioner of Edu-
cation Derthick testified last month that
“frequently three and four college students
are now occupying dormitory space originally
designed for two students, with a conse-
quent loss of privacy which is essential to
sound learning. Many married students and
their families continue to be housed in
quonset huts and structures donated by the
Federal Government for temporary use which
have long since outlived their intended pe-
riod of occupancy.

“A significant percentage of the Nation’s
college buildings are overdue for repair,
renovation and replacement.”

This situation has been caused by rapidly
increasing enrollment against a background
of curtailed construction during the depres-
sion of the 1930's and World War II,

The Office of Education estimated in Jan-
uary that if the 8 million youths expected
to enroll in college by 1970 are to have as
good facllitles as the 3.4 million in college
now (many of whom have substandard
housing), an expenditure of #4 billion will
be needed for new dormitories and other
residential buildings. An additional $2 bil-
lion will be required to rehabilitate pres-
ent housing.

WHAT IS PROPOSED NOW

Senator SPARKMAN favors an authorization
of $500 million of which $250 million would
be available on passage to take care of the
backlog of approved applications and a sup-
plementary $250 million to be available on
July 1. In the House Representative Rains
would like $300 milllon a year for 2 years,
effective July 1, 1960. Present indications
are that Congress will adopt in the new
housing bill a program somewhere between
these two proposals and then see whether
the President will veto it in an election
year.

The universities of the country
like Columbia, Yale, Dartmouth, Johns Hop-
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kins, University of Chicago, Carnegie Tech,
and the University of Southern California
have all helped meet their housing needs
through this Federal loan program. In fact,
its beneficiaries represent a complete cross-
section of American higher education—pri-
vate, publie, denominational, and nonde-
nominational.

For example, here are the programs' ac-
complishments in the Washington area: At
Georgetown University a men’'s dormitory
for 200 students was financed by a $1,192,-
000 loan and occupied in 1958. Another
and larger men's dormitory for 400 students,
including a huge cafeteria for 1,100 stu-
dents, was completed last fall under a $2.8
million loan. Also, housing has been pro-
vided for 178 student nurses and 37 faculty
members through an additional loan of
$1,249,000.

George Washington University made use
of the college housing program to buy and
convert in 19568 two apartment houses into
dormitories for 138 men and 196 women
with a $1,250,000 loan.

American University has obtained loans
totaling $2,684,000 which have provided
dormitory accommodations for 5568 men and
women.

Catholic University has built a 200-man
dormitory and student union mostly with a
Federal loan of $1,350,000. Also, the Uni-
versity of Maryland at College Park, Trinity
College and Dunbarton College of Holy Cross
have benefited from Federal college housing
loans.

HOW PROGRAM OPERATES

This 1s the way the program operates:

A college can borrow up to $3 million in a
single year for which it nows pays 31§ per-
cent on loans approved during the current
fiscal year. Most loans run for a period of
40 years. These terms are considerably more
advantageous than a college could arrange
through commercial channels. In fact, pri-
vate colleges would probably have to pay
from 55 to 6 percent Interest and public
colleges from 414 to 4% percent interest.

At present repayments by the colleges to
the Government are running at the rate of
$0 million a year and no loan has defaulted.
The two basic tests for a loan are the col-
lege’s need for the facllity and the revenue
that it will produce. The colleges obtain
most of their funds to meet the amortiza-
tion costs of the loan from student rentals
for the use of dormitories.

One interesting aspect of the program is
that there has been no Federal dictation
over the way the money is used. In fact
there is not even a required Federal archi-
tectural standard. The college buildings are
constructed entirely at the discretion of the
particular institution.

FORTHCOMING RETIREMENT OF
SENATOR MURRAY

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, it
was with a saddened heart that we
learned of the decision of Senator JAMES
E. Murray to retire at the end of his
term in January. He has been so much
a part of this body with which we are
associated for so long it is hard to imag-
ine the Senate without him, or Senators
deprived of his counsel and assistance.

In the 12 years I have been privileged
to represent Tennessee as a U.S. Senator,
Montana’s senior Senator has often been
of incalculable help to me in many ways.
This was his manner, One did not have
to agree with him to respect his position
and his intellect in arguing it.

Senator MurrAY is a wonderful exam-
ple to foreign-born U.S. citizens, for he
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is himself a naturalized American citi-
zen, having come to our country’s service
from Canada.

He is a battle-scarred veteran of the
liberal causes in our country. He was
one of Franklin D. Roosevelt's strongest
New Deal supporters. Leaving a success-
ful and interesting law practice, he came
to the Senate in 1934 as a successor to
another distinguished son of Montana,
the late Senator Thomas J. Walsh.
Since then Senator MUrraY has been de-
cisively reelected four times, a clear ex-
pression of the confidence and affection
with which he is regarded in the Treas-
ure State,

While serving in the Senate, we all
know he has tremendously benefited the
causes of conservation and reclamation
with his painstaking, brilliant career as
a member and chairman of the Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee. In addi-
tion, no other Senator’s name stands
higher than that of Jim MuURrrAY in the
field of interest in the education of our
young people. Even now, in the battles
for Federal aid to education, it is the
name of Senator Murray, along with that
of his colleague from Montana, Repre-
sentative Lee MercaLr, which serves al-
most as a label to identify the liberal
position on this subject.

Mr. President, while respecting Sena-
tor MurraY’s decision to retire, and
knowing that he is correct in doing so,
all of us profoundly feel the loss we will
personally suffer by his absence from
this body. All of us wish him godspeed
and a long and happy retirement from
the day-to-day trials of public office, but
we beg that he not allow his voice to
go unheard. From our seniors like Sen-
ator James E. MurraYy much counsel is
needed.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. EEFAUVER. I am glad to yield.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I desire to sub-
scribe to the fine sentiments expressed
by the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee. I was not present in the Senate
on the day when the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Montana announced
his intended retirement from the Senate.
I am sorry I was not able to join in the
tributes paid to him on that day.

I shall certainly miss the presence of
Senator Murray. I have been a nearby
desk mate of his for several years, and
have always enjoyed his cheerfulness, his
statesmanship, and his leadership.

The Senator from Tennessee remarked
that the Senator from Montana is chair-
man of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. The Senator from Ten-
nessee will recall that at another time
the Senator from Montana served as the
chairman of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. For several years, he
was chairman of the Committee on Small
Business, from a time just after the con-
clusion of World War II until that com-
mittee was discontinued in about 1948
or 1949.

Senator MurraY has performed out-
standing work in every committee posi-
tion or every committee chairmanship he
has ever undertaken. I remember well
his work as chairman of the Committee
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on Small Business. It has been my privi-
lege to call on him many times for ad-
vice and help in connection with my
service as chairman of the reorganized
Committee on Small Business.

Senator MURRAY has been an outstand-
ing Senator throughout his many years
of service. We shall all miss him. Ashe
enters upon the retirement he has so well
earned, I wish for him complete happi-
ness, continued good health, and great
SUuccess.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Senator
from Alabama. I know of no other
Member of the Senate who has worked
more closely in cooperation with Senator
Murray for fine causes and purposes than
has the distinguished junior Senator
from Alabama.

TRIBUTE TO MISS MIRIAM OTTEN-
BERG, OF THE WASHINGTON
STAR

Mr. EKEFAUVER. Mr. President, a
personal friend of many of us, Miss
Miriam Ottenberg, reporter for the
Washington Star, is due congratulations
for having won her profession’s most
coveted recognition, a Pultizer Prize.

She won this award, which carries a
$1,000 cash honorarium, as well as un-
dying recognition for a series of seven
articles which appeared in the Star last
year exposing the unscrupulous practices
of some District of Columbia used car
dealers and finance companies in skin-
ning the public.

It seems to me that this type of ex-
posé is journalism in its highest form. It
exposes an evil, arouses public indigna-
tion and leads to remedial legislation
which would not have been enacted if
the reporter had not exposed the con-
dition.

As Senators know, the Pulitzer Prize
was established in the will of the late
Joseph Pulitzer, who was one of the
giants of American newspaperdom. He
published the St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
which is still in existence and is still ful-
filling Mr. Pulitzer’s lofty purposes, and
the New York World, now gone but still
reverently regarded by newspapermen
as having represented the finest hour of
American journalism.

Miss Ottenberg has been a staff writer
for the Star since 1937. Her newspaper
calls her an investigative reporter, and
it is in the field of investigation that her
talents stand out. She has written prob-
ing series of articles on phony mar-
riage counselors, abortion rings, high
food prices, juvenile crime, sex psycho-
paths and drug addiction, among many
others.

The series on unethical used car-lot
practices has been widely reprinted.
The Armed Forces has distributed it to
servicemen, who are often victimized
by the practices exposed by Miss Otten-
berg.

I do not know of any newspaper re-
porter more deserving of this high honor
than Miss Ottenberg. Both she and her
newspaper deserve the thanks and grati-
tude of Congress for this fine piece of
work.
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Incidentally, this is the third Pulitzer
Prize won by Star reporters in 3 years.
In 1959 the award went to Mary Lou
Werner for articles on Virginia school
integration problems. In 1958, George
Beveridge won a Pulitzer Prize for a
series of articles on “The City of Tomor-
row.” Few newspapers have been so
distinguished, or more deservedly so.

CONSTRUCTION OF MODERN
NAVAL VESSELS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CarTHY in the chair). The hour of 2
o'clock has arrived; and the Chair lays
before the Senate the unfinished busi-
ness, which will be stated by title.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (HR.
10474) to authorize the construction of
modern naval vessels.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY
COMMISSION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 3387) to authorize appro-
priations for the Atomic Energy Com-
mission in accordance with section 261
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CartHY in the chair). The pending
business is S. 3387, the bill authorizing
appropriations for the Atomic Energy
Commission.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, before
making the opening statement, I ask
unanimous consent that an additional
staff member be permitted on the floor,
inasmuch as the four authorized by the
rules are already present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hearsnone, and it
is so ordered.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, in the
absence of the chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpErsoN], I have been delegated
the responsibility by the Joint Committee
to present to the Senate the authoriza-
tion bill, which is the pending business.

S. 3387 which is identical to H.R. 11713
is the annual AEC authorization bill and
authorizes necessary projects and funds
for fiscal year 1961. The Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy held extensive
hearings on this bill on March 8, 9, 10,
and 11, and on April 5, 6, and 7, 1960.
The Joint Committee, after careful de-
liberation, reported the bill on April 19,
and on last Friday, May 6, 1960, it passed
the House of Representatives in the form
recommended by the Joint Committee.
The House vote was 321 to 2.

The bill follows the same general form
as the AEC authorization bills for the
past 4 fiscal years.

Section 101 authorizes $211,476,000 for
new AEC construction projects, com-
pared with $293,876,000 requested by the
AEC. The Joint Committee reduced the
bill by $82,400,000. A total of 39 line
item projects are listed in section 101 of
the bill, covering all aspects of the AEC
program.
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Sections 102 through 106 of the bill
contain standard provisions on “limita-
tions,” “advanced planning and design,”
“restoration or replacement,” “currently
available funds,” and “substitutions.”

Section 107 amends two projects au-
thorized by prior authorization acts.
Project 57-d-1, the zero gradient syn-
chrotron at Argonne National Labora-
tory, is increased from $27 million to
$42 million, and project 60-e-12, altera-
tions to Shippingport reactor facilities,
is increased from $5 million to $9 million.
This will permit construction of a heat
sink- and modification of the reactor
plant for operation at a power level
equivalent of 150 electrical megawatts
under PWR Core 2.

Section 108 of the bill rescinds certain
projects previously authorized which are
no longer considered necessary by the
AEC or the Joint Committee. A total
of seven projects would be rescinded,
amounting to $18,290,000.

Section 109 authorizes an additional
$40 million of funds and a $5 million
waiver of use-charge authority for use
in the cooperative power demonstration
program, under the conditions and limi-
tations of previous applicable statutes.
Of the $40 million in this section, $25
million is intended for construction of
an intermediate-sized organic-cooled
prototype reactor, if no satisfactory pro-
posal is received from industry under the
third round of the AEC Authorization
Act for fiscal year 1960. The remaining
$15 million under section 109 is available
for research and development assistance
for either unsolicited proposals or third-
round proposals, whichever may develop.
Two large-scale powerplants have report-
edly been under consideration by two
California utility groups, and Southern
California REdison has recenfly an-
nounced a letter of intent to construct
a 360,000-kilowatt atomic powerplant in
California. ;

Section 110 authorized $5 million for
use in the cooperative program with
Canada for research and development in
connection with heavy-water moderated
nuclear powerplants. The United States
will get all plans and technical data
under this cooperative program.

The bill contains several changes
recommended by the Joint Committee
from the bill originally proposed by
the Atomic Energy Commission.

First, the committee added, as project
61-d-10, $13 million for power reactor
plants for the Antarctic. Testimony
furnished the committee during the
hearings indicated the extremely high
cost of fuel in the Antarctic, as well as
the fact that many lives and much
equipment have been lost in transporting
fuel and supplies to our scientific sta-
tions in the Antarctic. The $13 million
authorization could provide for con-
struction of three or four small atomic
powerplants in the Antarctic, with dis-
cretion for the arrangements to be left
to the Atomic Energy Commission, in
cooperation with the Navy, which sup-
plies our Antarctic stations, and the De-
partment of Defense. Construction of
atomic powerplants in the Antarctic
would enhance our international prestige
in that area, would help develop reactor
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technology, particularly for small plants,
and would result in eventual savings to
the taxpayers because of lower operating
costs.

Second, the majority of the committee
recommends, in project 61-f-7, $3 mil-
lion for the design and the engineering
of the linear electron accelerator at
Stanford University, rather than the
$107,200,000 construction authorization
requested by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. The majority believes that the
design and engineering authorization
will allow the project to go ahead on an
adequate basis and will result in better
cost estimates before construction is
authorized. We are concerned with the
history of rising costs in the high energy
physics program, and the changes that
have been made in this particular ac-
celerator. The committee has requested
that an overall report on the high energy
physics program, and more data on this
proposed accelerator, be submitted by
Atomic Energy Commission to the Joint
Committee by January 1961. We believe
the Congress would then be in a better
position to consider the requested $107,-
200,000 construction authorization.
There was offered in the House an
amendment to authorize construction of
the Stanford accelerator this year; but it
‘15;23;; defeated by a decisive vote of 194 to

Also, the committee added to the
Atomic Energy Commission proposed bill
two projects in the basie research field:

Projects 61-f-8, $5,600,000 for con-
struction of a materials research labora-
tory at the University of Illinois.

Project 61-f-9, $2,200,000 for construc-
tion of a radiation laboratory at the
University of Notre Dame.

Both of these projects were requested
by the AEC Division of Research, but
were eliminated during the budget
process. The Joint Committee believes
that intensified laboratory work and re-
search in the two important areas of ma-
terials and radiation effects will be of
great benefit to the atomic energy
program.

The committee also increased the
amount for project 61-h-1, facilities in
the biomedical research field, from $4
million to $5 million, in order to provide
needed facilities in the field of radiation
research, including the effects of radio-
active fallout.

In summary, the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, through its Subcommit-
tee on Legislation, has held detailed
hearings on every project and provision
in the bills. The subcommittee and the
full Joint Committee gave the bill very
careful consideration, made a few re-
visions, and reduced the total amount
authorized from $293,876,000 to $211,-
476,000, or a net reduction of $82,400,-
000. The actions of the Joint Committee
and the reasons for these actions are
thoroughly explained in our committee
report, Senate Report No. 1277.

I urge all Members of the Senate to
vote for House bill 11713, in the form
recommended by the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I
should like fo supplement briefly the able
remarks which have been made by the
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distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. PASTORE].

The Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy has added to the bill as originally
proposed by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion some items which are of great im-
portance to our atomic energy program.

One of these items is Project 61-d-10,
power reactor plants for the Antarctic,
$13 million.

Last year, I visited our Antarctic bases,
and witnessed the extremely hazardous
operations our people are engaged in
there just to provide themselves with the
fuel oil they need for heat and elec-
tricity. I found out that 80 percent of
all the transportation effort was devoted
to the one purpose of fuel-oil supply.

I also looked into what these extremely
hazardous transportation operations in
the Antarctic are costing us. It was very
disturbing to find that we have already
lost 17 lives in these operations. We
have also lost aircraft and ground
vehicles which cost nearly $11 million.
I also found that the delivered cost of
the fuel oil at some of our bases was as
high as $10 a gallon. For example, I
found that it requires 4,500 gallons of
aireraft fuel to deliver each 1,000 gallons
of fuel oil to our Pole Station from Mc-
Murdo Station, which is 800 miles away.

The advantages of nuclear-power re-
actors to meet our energy requirements
in the Antaretic, as compared to con-
ventionally fueled plants, were obvious.
The compactness of nuclear-reactor fuel
would reduce our transportation re-
quirements enormously, in comparison
to conventional fuel. We have already
developed highly reliable nuclear power-
plants of small sizes. We also have in
the late stages of development more ad-
vanced compact nuclear plants.

Based on studies recently completed
by the Atomic Energy Commission for
the Joint Committee, we also could save
a great deal of money by using nuclear
power in the Antarctic, as compared to
the use of conventional power. The re-
sults of these studies, which are printed
in the record of the Joint Committee
hearings on this bill, indicate that the
savings available range between $60 mil-
lion and $80 million over the life of the
nueclear plants.

In addition to the humanitarian and
monetary advantages attendant on the
use of nuclear power in the Antarctic,
we also stand to gain in the field of in-
ternational prestige. As Senators know,
in the Antarctic we are engaged in
scientific programs with 11 other na-
tions. The adoption of nuclear energy
to further our scientific efforts and to
ease the physical discomforts of our
people living in the Antarctic will, I am
sure, greatly increase our international
prestige.

We have also added provisions for two
physical research projects to the au-
thorization bill as proposed by the
Atomic Energy Commission, and we
have increased the authorization re-
quested by the Commission for radia-
tion biology.

The Joint Committee has consistently
supported the basic research programs
in atomic energy. I do not think any
other committee is more cognizant of
the importance of basic research than is
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the Joint Committee on Aftomic Energy.
The Joint Committee has added or in-
creased the authorization of 20 atomic-
energy research projects in the last
three Atomic Energy Commission au-
thorization bills. These additions cov-
ered all fields of research, including ac-
celerators, materials research, and bio-
medical research.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
pass the bill in the form in which it
has been reported by the commitiee;
and I am confident that such action will
help keep our country substantially
ahead in the all-important field of
atomic energy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit the amendment which I
send to the desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment submitted by the Senator
from Iowa will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1,

in line 7, it is proposed to strike out .

“$211,476,000” and insert “$315,676,000”;
and on page 4, in lines 19 and 20, it is
proposed to strike out “Project 61-f-7,
design and engineering, linear electron
accelerator, $3,000,000,” and insert
“Project 61-f-7, linear electron accelera-
tor, $107,200,000.”.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER obtained the
floor.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I ask unanimous
consent that there may be a quorum call,
without the Senator from Iowa losing
his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the roll call be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr., HICKENLOOPER. Mr, President,
the amendment which I have sent to the
desk is an amendment proposing to re-
store to the authorization bill project
61-f-7, which authorizes the appropria-
tion of $107.2 million for the construc-
tion of a new, unique, and very advanced
linear electron accelerator at Stanford
University, for further extensive and
advanced experimentation in the atom-
ic field.

This authorization and request for ap-
propriation was approved by the Bureau
of the Budget and requested by the
Atomic Energy Commission. It was re-
moved from the authorization bill by
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
The committee was fairly well divided
in that action. I forget the exact vote,
but a substantial number of Senators
voted for inclusion of this project in
the bill. I am told the vote was 10 to 6
for elimination of this provision from
the bill,

In the authorization bill which is be-
fore the Senate, the Joint Commitiee
on Atomic Energy saw fit to insert
$21,800,000 worth of projects which were
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not approved by the Budget. The com-
mittee inserted provision for those proj-
ects into the bill over my objection;
nevertheless, they were inserted, and
are now in the bill.

The committee saw fit to cut out of
the bill provision for $107 million which
was requested by and included in the
budget, and which was requested by the
Atomiec Energy Commission.

Mr. President, I believe my amend-
ment should be adopted. It would au-
thorize the linear electron accelerator,
which, as I have said, has been requested
by the President and by the Atomic
Energy Commission.

I call attention to the fact that the
project has been requested and urged
not only by a panel of distinguished sci-
entists, but by a number of scientific
groups,

I should like to emphasize the scien-
tific importance of the project, the unan-
imous support of the scientists, and
our competition with Soviet Russia in
this basic research field,

I shall also briefly mention comparable
costs and time schedules under the bill,
as compared with the full authoriza-
tion, which will be developed more fully
by ti]m Senator from Utah [Mr. BEn-
NETT].

SCIENTIFIC IMPORTANCE OF THE PROJECT

Most of our accelerators already in
operation or under construction are pro-
ton, or heavy particle, accelerators.
This will be our first high energy, high
intensity, linear electron, or light parti-
cle, accelerator. This machine will make
it possible to probe the basic dimensions
and structure of matter. It will have
great flexibility in that, being a linear
accelerator, it will be possible to extract
the beams at various points along the
line of acceleration. It will be initially
planned for 10 to 20 billion electron
volts, but by a fairly simple addition,
can be increased to 45 billion electron
volts, and therefore have a built-in pro-
tection against obsolescence.

I should like to quote from Dr. Ha-
worth of Brookhaven, who explained
some of the advantages of this machine
as compared with any other:

Our knowledge can be effectively increased
only through the use of ultra-high energy
accelerators of diverse capabilities. The
spectacular increase in proton accelerator
energies In recent times has somewhat ob-
scured the fact that many other parameters
are also quite important. We must have
electrons as well as protons; we must have
intensities great enough to permit rapid
observation of the various direct processes
and to produce copious gquantities of all
transient elementary particles for use in
secondary interaction studies; we must have
sharply focused beams and flexibility in
time and space to suit the various purposes.

There 1s an especially acute need for very
high energy electrons in large intensities
and in well-focused beams. Because of
easler and cheaper adaptation to circular
machines, protons have been produced at
energles far above those available with elec-
trons. In contrast to the proton case where
6 Bev has been available and 30 will soon
be reached, electron energies have so far
been limited to 1 Bev. An important step
that will fill an urgent need is being taken
by construction of the 6 Bev Cambridge Elec-
tron Accelerator (CEA). However important
though its potential contributions, there will
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be a vital need for higher energles, far high-
er currents, and much more sharply focused
beams than it will be able to provide. The
linear accelerator proposed will effectively
meet these requirements. In its initial form
it will have twice the energy and some 50
times the intensity of the CEA. As in all
linear accelerators and In contrast to the
circular machines, a full strength sharply
focused beam will emerge into free labora-
tory space where it will be quite accessible
and can be used In many different ways. As
time goes on and need arises, the energy can
be increased (to as much as 45 Bev) both
by increases in the power of the driving
klystrons and by adding klystrons at rela-
tively modest cost. By virtue of this flexi-
bility, it can belong to more than one gen-
eration of machines.

Dr. Panofsky is the leading expert in
the world in the use of linear electron
accelerators and he has built up a team
of some 20 or 30 highly qualified scien-
tists at Stanford. The only place in the
world where this machine can be built at
the present time is in the United States,
and the only place in the United States
is at Stanford University.

The reason for that is that Stanford
University is the only place not only in
the United States but also in the world
where the nucleus of a team of this kind
has been brought together. I invite at-
tention to the fact that if we continue to
delay the construction of this very much
needed scientific device, this team is apt
to deteriorate, and a great deal of time
will be lost.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FonGg
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Towa yield to the Senator from Rhode
Island?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the
Senator.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator con-
cede that since the time this linear elec-
tron accelerator was first planned and
considered, there have been several
variations?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. There have
been some slight variations, which have
dealt almost entirely with the foundation
of the machine, the question of whether
it should be in a tunnel or whether it
should be what they call a “cut-and-
cover” on the surface. It is a matter of
geology more than anything else, not re-
lated to the scientific importance.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator fur-
ther concede that since this machine was
first planned there has been a serious
question as to what the ultimate cost of
the final project may be?

Mr. HICEENLOOPER. Yes. There
is always a serious question about the
cost of any pioneering project.

I do not agree with some of the argu-
ments which have been made that the
possible or potential increased cost of this
particular device will skyrocket to the
same extent and to the same percentage
it has with respect to certain other accel-
erators, because of the history we have
in respect to the operation and to the
manufacture and production of this par-
ticular general type of machine. I think
we have more accurate and more reliable
estimates of the cost of this type of accel-
erator than we have had with regard to
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the cost of many machines proposed for
construction in the past.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator
further concede that since the project
was originally considered a serious ques-
tion has arisen as to the cost of electric
current which might be furnished for
the operation of the accelerator, and
that a study was undertaken, at the in-
sistence of the Joint Committee, and
that as a result new figures have been
gathered, which now place us in a posi-
tion where the cost of the power might
be half of what it was originally esti-
mated when the project was first con-
sidered?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not
think the Joint Committee can take
credit for all of the study. The Atomic
Energy Commission itself instituted
studies, also. The Joint Committee was
very helpful along that line.

The studies were instituted. Studies
are constantly going on with every plant
as to the reduction of electrical cost. I
think it was a routine examination of
this particular element of the cost of
construction which brought about the
result.

Mr. PASTORE. I do not want to in-
terrupt the line of thought of the dis-
tinguished Senator, with whom I am
more often in agreement rather than
disagreement. This is a rather unusual
occasion, in respect to this particular
phase of our program, that we are in
disagreement.

I have read the record of the debate
in the House of Representatives very
sincerely and attentively. I have read
the record of the hearings, as closely as
I could, because I am not a member of
the subcommittee which held the hear-
ings.

Fundamentally, I do not think we
ought to leave the impression that the
committee, as such, is opposed to the
building of the accelerator. There is
merely a question in regard to whether
we need more definitive information and
data before a project of this size and this
magnitude is undertaken, as a matter of
authorization at this time.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with
the Senator that the committee mem-
bers who voted against the project have
freely expressed themselves as believing
this is an essential project and a worthy
project which has to be built some time.
The only reason which was given—
which to me is not a sufficient reason
and not a good reason—is that we need
more time for a “look see” at this mat-
ter. I think we all agree it is a per-
fectly worthwhile project and that it will
be built.

I had not intended to get into this
matter at this particular point, but I will
say that there are escalated costs each
year, which are a factor. There are
various estimates of around 5 or 6 or 7
percent of escalated costs each year we
delay this, which will be added to the
total cost. It is a tremendously costly
operation.

The only disagreement I find, so far as
I can determine, between my particular
view and that of the majority of the
committee members, is over the question
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whether the project should be built now
or whether it should be built in the
future.

The Bureau of the Budget believes
the project should be built now, and has
requested it in the budget. The Atomic
Energy Commission believes it should be
built now, and has requested it. I join
in their opinion. I believe the project
should be built now and should not have
been cut out of the program.

I should like to quote again from Dr.
Haworth:

In summary, those of us who have so en-
thusiastically endorsed this proposal have
done so because this Linac is the best and
indeed the only means to fill a vital need for
sharply focused electron beams of higher
energies and far higher intensities than
otherwise available; because with minor in-
terruptions in its use and modest capltal
outlay its energy can be increased to even
higher values; and finally and importantly
because Professor Panofsky, Professor Hof-
stadter, Professor Ginzton and their col-
leagues constitute a group of research physi-
cists and accelerator engineers that is un-
excelled in general and is unequalled in the
construction and utilization of linear ac-
celerators.

Accelerators are needed to explore the
basic secrets of the universe to tell us
the makeup of atoms, protons, neutrons,
electrons, and strange particles. In the
past, these experiments have led to dis-
coveries of new elements and particles,
some of which have been extremely im-
portant in our atomic weapon and na-
tional defense programs. This machine,
according to the testimony of all our
scientists, is the necessary next step in
our high-energy physics program, and I
quote as follows from the testimony of
Dr. John H. Williams, AEC Commis-
sioner and former Director of the Divi-
sion of Research:

‘The 10 to 20 Bev electron llnear accelera-
tor proposed by Stanford University should
be the next major step in the high-energy
physics program of the country. The con-
struction and operation of this machine will
put in the hands of the U.S. physicists a
most necessary tool if we are to achieve
maximum scientific progress.

TNANIMOUS SUPPORT BY THE BCIENTISTS

Mr. President, this measure has the
unanimous support of the scientists.
Normally the unanimous support of any
particular organization or group would
not necessarily be governing, but when
we are dealing with a matter which is as
intricate as this particular matter is, the
unanimous opinion of the scientists who
are knowledgeable in this particular field
becomes a matter of great importance
indeed.

This accelerator has been reviewed
since 1957 by a series of high-level panels
of distinguished scientists, each of which
has unanimously recommended proceed-
ing with this machine. The most recent
review was in January 1960, by a special
panel of members of the President's
Science Advisory Committee and the
Atomic Energy Commission General Ad-
visory Committee and I quote from the
letter dated February 5, 1960, from Dr.
Piore, chairman of the panel:

In particular, this panel wishes to reaf-
firm its recommendation to start immedi-
ately the construction of the linear electron
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accelerator proposed by Stanford University,
and to express its concern about the delay
which has been encountered in authorizing
this machine to date. All the experimental
potentialities of this machine, which the
panel foresaw last year, still look as attrac-
tive as they did then. In addlition, new po-
tentlalities have developed for which this
high-intensity, high-energy, electron ma-
chine is well suited.

I wish to call attention to certain
phrases in the quotation which I just
read. Dr.Piore said:

In particular, this panel wishes * * * to
express its concern about the delay which
has been encountered in authorizing this
machine to date.

He says also:

This panel wishes to reaffirm its recom-
mendation to start immediately the con-
struction of the linear electron accelerator
proposed by Btanford University.

Considering the rather restrained ver-
biage which scientific men sometimes use
in their reports and in their statements,
one can understand the serious and vital
nature of the recommendations which
they are making here. They are not
given to emotional outbursts, but the
language used here is very significant; it
is positive and urgent.

In addition, scientists from other ad-
vanced accelerator projects, such as a
group of Midwestern universities, have
also supported the Stanford project. I
should like to quote from the testimony
of Dr. Rollefson, director of MURA,
which initials stand for Midwestern Uni-
versities Research Association:

It is a pleasure for me, as a representative
of the Midwestern Universities Research As-
sociation, to have an opportunity to give our
enthusiastic support to the recommended
authorization of the Stanford linear electron
accelerator. The reasons for supportlng this
program have been so well and completely
portrayed in the report of the special panel
appointed by the President's Scientific Ad-
visory Committee that I feel there is little
of importance that I can add.

Mr. President, in this whole field we
are in competition with the Russians, or
the Russians are in competition with us,
whichever way one wishes to consider it.

COMPETITION WITH SOVIET RUSSIA

The United States leads the world in
high energy physics, but Soviet Russia
has been making increased efforts in this
field. High energy physics is an area
which has aroused enthusiasm and ex-
citement among many of our best scien-
tific minds. These machines are admit-
tedly very expensive. But in a race of
this nature we can be sure that our Soviet
competitors will not slacken in their
efforts to catch up with us. I quote from
the separate views of our committee
report. Separate views were filed by
several of us who disagreed with the
committee report eliminating this proj-
ect. In those separate views we said:

The Stanford accelerator would permit ex-
ploration into a new fleld (light, charged
particles at high energy) not now adequately
covered by the U.8. high-energy physics pro-
gram or that of any other nation. By going
ahead with this research tool, our scientists
will be in a position, we feel, to make dis-
coveries that will bring our country distinec-
tion in a highly competitive fleld among
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scientists throughout the world, including
Russia,

The Russians have three accelerators
scheduled to start up in 1960 and 1961, in-
cluding a 2 Bev electron linear accelerator
at Kharkov, and they have announced a 4
Bev electron linear accelerator planned for
construction at Kharkov. Even discounting
the Russian claims, the Stanford 10 to 20
Bev accelerator would be the acknowledged
leader in this dynamic area of science, and
would offer opportunity for some positive
U.S. “firsts.”

The Stanford accelerator will also round
out our program by giving a better balance
between light particle (electron) and heavy
particle (proton) accelerators.

PREVIOUS STUDIES AND COST ESTIMATES

This project has been thoroughly
studied, including estimates of costs. I
ask unanimous consent to insert in the
REecorp at this point a chronology of de-
velopments of the Stanford linear ac-
celerator project, as prepared by the
AEC.

There being no objection, the summary
discussion and chronology of develop-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STaNFORD LINEAR ACCELERATOR PROJECT—
SumMMaRY DISCUSSION AND CHRONOLOGY OF
DEVELOPMENT

1. The Stanford linear accelerator proj-
ect has been under development for a num-
ber of years, and has been given active con-
sideration in Government circles for about 3
years. In its early stages of development,
technical as well as financial support for
preliminary research and development was
provided by the Office of Naval Research,
with AEC participation, both through the
AEC-ONR research program and through
direct support of components’ development.

2. On May 4, 1959, after approval of the
project by the President, the project was
placed under AEC cognizance. Proposed
legislation to authorize an appropriation of
$105 million for the project was submitted
to the Congress on May 27, 1959.

3. On July 14 and 15, 1959, the Joint Com-
mittee held hearings on the Stanford au-
thorization bill. AEC testified, as did rep-
resentatives of Stanford University. The
Joint Committee did not report the bill out.

4. On July 19, 1959, Chairman McCone
and Commissioner Williams (Dr. Williams
was then Director of Division of Research)
visited Stanford University, examined the
site and the plans for the facilities, and
engaged in extensive discussions with uni-
versity officials and staff. These discus-
slons raised the following questions:

(a) Feasibility of the site and adequacy of
the design features of the machine from a
standpoint of possible earthquake damage.
(It was noted that the proposed tunnels
were within a few miles of the San Andreas
Fault which is a source of most selsmic
disturbances in the San Francisco Bay area);

(b) The reliability and adequacy of the
construction and operating cost estimates;

{c) Possible confiicts of interest on the

part of Stanford personnel who would be
assigned to the project.
It was apparent from these discussions
that insufficient geological investigation had
been carried out by Stanford University to
give assurance on the question of selsmic
risk at the proposed site.

5. In the fall of 1959, AEC authorized ex-
tensive core drillings and geological studies
to assess the seismic risk. These studies and
drillings revealed that unexpected subsur-
face conditions would be encountered at the
proposed site which would substantially in-
crease the cost of the accelerator tunnels,
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although no evidence was developed that the
tunnels would be susceptible to earthquake
damage.

6. After a review of cost estimates sup-
plied by Stanford University, AEC, in Sep-
tember 1959, commissioned J. A. Blume and
assoclates, architect engineers and speclal-
ists in earthquake resistant construction, to
prepare detalled cost estimates of site prepa-
ration and construction of facilities to house
the machine, as well as supporting facilities,
to reevaluate the feasibility of the original
site, and to consider alternate sites pos-
sibly offering better and, therefore, less
costly geological conditions. These engi-
neering studies were made at a cost of about
$75,000 to AEC:

(a) Blume & Assoclates reported that
whereas Stanford had estimated the con-
struction to cost $1056 million at the original
site, it would more probably cost $125,700,000.
Blume did not foreclose the original site be-
cause of the earthquake hazard.

(b) Blume & Associates surveyed sev-
eral alternate sites and concluded that the
most feasible site is another site on the
Stanford property known as Sand Hills.

(c) Blume & Associates have, there-
fore, recommended the above alternate
site, but have proposed the elimination of
the tunnels as originally designed and the
substitution of less expensive cut-and-fill
type of construction—possible at the new
site because of different subsurface condi-
tions. Construction costs at the new site
would, in the opinion of Blume & Asso-
ciates, cost $107,200,000.

7. Conflict of interests: A thorough in-
vestigation was carried out by the AEC’s Divi-
sion of Inspection. It was determined that
certain key personnel at Stanford Univer-
sity had interests—financial, consultative,
or managerial—in a manufacturing concern
known as Varian Associates, a highly quali-
fied manufacturer of klystron tubes and
other equipment vital to the Stanford ac-
celerator. This conflict has been resolved
by Varian Associates through removing
themselves as a potential supplier for any
equipment for the Stanford accelerator, ex-
cept at no profit and on request from the
Government. The conflict problem also ex-
tended to other firms who might be sup-
pliers of electronic components. These
other possible conflicts are not of such se-
rious moment. (Varian Associates was the
principal problem.)

8. Another aspect of the conflict-of-inter-
est problem arose from the fact that Stan-
ford University itself receives royalties from
the sale of klystron tubes. (Patent rights
are owned joinly by Stanford, Varian, and
Sperry Rand Corp.) This has been resolved
by the board of trustees of Stanford Uni-
versity agreeing to walve all royalties on
klystron tubes supplied for this linear accel-
erator.

9. The Stanford accelerator project and
the decision to proceed had been part of an
overall study of high-energy physics origi-
nated in mid-1958. In November 1858, a
committee from the membership of the
President's Science Advisory Committee and
the AEC's General Advisory Committee pre-
pared a report on the Nation's high-energy
physics program. The report assigned
highest priority to the completion of con-
struction and to the operation of other high-
energy physics projects in being or under
construction. It also recommended the con-
struction of the Stanford accelerator as the
first new undertaking.

10. This committee again reviewed the ac-
celerator problem early this year and sub-
mitted its report on February 5. They re-
iterated the importance of the Stanford ac-
celerator and recommended its construction.
They also expressed concern over what they
considered to be the inadequacies of the 1960
and 1961 budgets for high energy physics.
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11. The problem of high energy physics has
caused the Atomic Energy Commission con-
siderable concern because of the mounting
construction costs as compared with orig-
inal estimates, and the sharp upward trend
in annual operating costs as compared with
original estimates.

12. In summary, there are six major accel-
erator projects now under construction
which were originally estimated to cost $72
million. They will actually cost about $182
million when completed, with modifications
to permit maximum utilization. The operat-
ing costs for these projects were originally
estimated at $13,700,000 per year, whereas
current estimates are $68,400,000 per year.
If we add to this the proposed Stanford proj-
ect, with its construction cost of $107,200,000
and its annual operating cost of $15 million
per year, we will be committed to $289,200,-
000 for truction of lerators and $83,-
400,000 for their operation yearly. This, plus
other research in high energy physics will
result in annual expenditures of $1256 million
for this fleld of science in 1965 and years
following.

Mr. HICKEENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to insert in the
REcorp a copy of a letter dated April 28,
1960, to Congressman Van ZanpT from
AEC Chairman John A. McCone, which
demonstrates that the $3 million design
and engineerirg authorization will result
in increased costs and will delay the com-
mencement of useful experiments.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

U.S. AtoMmic ENERGY COMMISSION,
April 28, 1960.

Dear MgR. VAN ZawoT: This is in response
to your letter of April 21, 18060. The answers
to the questions raised therein have been
prepared with the aid of the interested per-
sonnel at Stanford University and the staff
fn(tjhe San Francisco operations office of the

“1. If comstruction should be authorized
by June 1, 1860, when, under projected
schedules, would construction be completed?
When could beam start up and useful experi-
ments commence?”

Answer. If construction is authorized June
1, 1960, construction could be completed and
the beam started up by July 1965. Useful
experiments could commence July 1966.

“2, SBame questions, on the assumption
that $3 million ‘design and engineering’
is authorized this year and construction
authorized by June 1, 1961.”

Answer. If $3 million is authorized in
fiseal 1960 for design and engineering and
construction is authorized by June 1, 1961,
all construction could be completed and the
beam started up in the interval January-
April 1968. Useful experiments could start
in the interval January-April 1967.

A tabulation of the construction cost esti-
mates and completion dates for the various
alternatives is shown below:

Construc-
tion cost
esti-
mate

Comple-
tion (use-

ful experi-
ments)

Plan

Millions Ymr:i

Full auth now.. $107.2
$8 million authorized now, re-

mainder authorized 1961..___....| 1110.0 | 6}4-63%
Delay any authorization until 1961.| 1113.0 7

1 The increased costs t esealation occasioned
by the estimated delay in completion of the project.
In addition, Stanford estimates that the uncertain status
and inefficiency resulting from partial authorization will
probably add an additional $1,000,000 to the total project

If the project were authorized in this ses-
sion of Congress for design and engineer-
ing only, and was not fully authorized until
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June 1961, 1t appears that the most serious
effect will be in the lack of ability to recruit
certain additional key scientists whom Stan-
ford considers are essential for the develop-
ment and deslgn of the accelerator and ex-
perimental facilities. Testimony covering
the views of scientific witnesses on this
point was given before the Subcommittee on
Research and Development and the Subcom-
mittee on Legislation of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy on July 14 and 15, 1959,
by Dr. Gington (p. 189), Dr. Smyth (p. 208),
and Dr. Rollefson (p. 230).

In response to our specific query, Stanford
University now states to us:

“We are experiencing some difficulty at the
present time in keeping our present staff,
the nucleus of the project, together, and
there is serious danger that a number of the
prinecipal scientists on the staff will leave the
university’s employ because of the continu-
ing uncertainty concerning full authoriza-
tion of the project.

“The number of physicists and engineers
presently involved in project agreement No. 1
work is 27. We had planned to increase this
to an average of 60 man-years during the
first year of integrated development and con-
struction activities, in which we would also
be subcontracting all work that could be rea-
sonably done that way. Under the existing
circumstances we think we could recruit only
five or six more physicists and engineers than
we now have. Moreover, it is not likely that
these new people will be of the excellence we
had intended. Undoubtedly a partial au-
thorization will not be attractive to scientists
having tenure in other institutions or who
otherwise require long-term commitments.
As an example it would be ilmpossible to re-
crult experienced high-energy particle physi-
cists who would be involved in more detailed
calculations of shielding or study of other
problems related to the utilization of the
machine. This work is necessary for its de-
sign. Given full authorization this year we
believe that we could staff to the extent and
excellence that was originally contemplated.

“It should be noted also that a part of the
Blume first-year schedule involved partial
construction of laboratories, shops, etc.,
needed to accommodate the increasing staff
contemplated for the second year. This
would not be possible under the partial
authorization and hence will also complicate
our stafliing problem in the year beginning
July 1961, if construction authorization were
given then.”

With respect to the gquestion of how much
progress could be made in the next year
under “design and engineering” authoriza-
tion with the broad authorization language
contained in the committee report as com-
pared with authorization of construction, it
is clear that some progress could be made
which would reduce the delay in construc-
tion when full authorization for construction
was approved. Design could be well along on
the master site plan, site foundation studies,
the klystron test laboratory and the admin-
istration and engineering and science build-
ings. At least preliminary design could be
done on other buildings and structures and
utilities and roads. Some progress could be
made on the design of the accelerator com-
ponents and the accelerator test section.
Design on the administration and engineer-
ing and secience buildings and possibly some
other facilities could be near enough com-
plete that construction could begin very soon
after Tunds were avallable for this purpose.
The extent of progress on design of the ac-
celerator proper and of testing facilities
would be directly related to Stanford's abil-
ity to recruit top scientific and engineering
staff for development of design criteria.

In July of 1850 Dr. Williams, then Director
of the Division of Research, and I visited
Stanford University, examined the site and
the plans for the facilities, and engaged in
extensive discussions with university officlals
and staff. As a result of these discussions
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and our direct investigations, several impor-
tant questions were raised. These included
adequacy of the site and of design features
of the machine from the standpoint of pos-
sible earthquake damage; the reliability and
adequacy of construction and operating cost
estimates; possible conflicts of interest in
the case of certain Stanford personnel asso-
clated with a potential supplier of major
components of accelerator equipment; and
questions of royalties accruing to Stanford
University on the purchase by the Govern-
ment of klystron tubes for the accelerator.

Following the identification of the fore-
going questions and after consultation with
the Joint Committee and in cooperation with
Stanford University, the Commission initi-
ated a serles of actions which would resolve
these questions. As a consequence, when the
Commission appeared before the Joint Com-
mittee in March and requested full authori-
zatlon for the project, the Commission was
in a position to report to the committee that
these questions had been resclved. The po-
sition of the Commission, therefore, remains
unchanged.
The Stanford accelerator is the next logl-
cal step in the Nation’s high energy physics
program. The construction and operation of
the machine will provide our sclentists with
an essential tool with which to further our
knowledge of fundamental particles consti-
tuting the basic units of all matter. The
earlier it can be completed and placed into
operation the sooner will its contributions
be realized and the greater will be our assur-
ance of continued U.S. leadership in this
important scientific fleld.

Sincerely yours,
JorN A. McCoNE,
Chairman.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I understand
that the Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NeETT] plans to develop these points in
more detail.

Last year the Joint Committee held
full hearings on the Stanford accel-
erafor, published as a 649-page docu-
ment, containing a wealth of technical
data and justification support. During
these hearings I discussed the Stanford
accelerator with Dr. Norman F. Ram-
sey, professor of physies at Harvard Uni-
versity, and I quote from page 224 of
the hearings:

Senator HIcKENLOOPER. Do you feel that it
is a needed development?

Dr. Ramsey, Yes.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. And in the long
run over the years that this accelerator will
give us answers which will be vitally needed
in the development of science?

Dr. Ramsey, I do, indeed.

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Of course, we have
to balance from a practical standpoint the
cost as against the anticipated results. If
the reasonably anticipated results are very
great, then the cost item settles itself only
down to a matter of lesser

Dr. Ramsey. That is right.

Senator HickeENLoOOPER. That 1s, whether
we are throwing money away needlessly on
certain gadgetry or not, the basic cost be-
comes insignificant as far as the overall
good is concerned. From any point of view,
if this is a machine that is greatly needed
and will contribute proportionately to the
advancement of our knowledge, then I think
the cost item is comparatively & minor mat-
ter. We can spend $100 million on & battle-
ship or a cruiser, $300 million on a nuclear
carrier, which perhaps we need—I don’t say
we don't—but when one compares the cost
of something like this with the cost of other
things, we can well make the expenditure,
I think, if the anticipated results seem to
warrant.

Dr. RamseY, I think there is no question
but what very important new information
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which cannot be gained in any other way
will be obtained from this machine.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The basic question here is whether the
Senate will vote to proceed now with
a high energy physics project unani-
mously recommended by our scientists,
or whether we will permit only a partial
authorization that will delay the project
and discourage our scientists. This proj-
ect is needed to round out our high
energy, light particle, program, and to
assure us leadership over Soviet Russia.
I urge all Members of the Senate to sup-
port my amendment to authorize in full
the linear electron accelerator proposed
by Stanford University.

Mr. President I coneclude by saying,
as I have said before in my remarks,
that this machine will be built. It is
needed, and vitally needed. It is au-
thorized in the budget. It is requested
by the Atomic Energy Commission. It
should be included in the program. I
opposed many projects in the bill which
were not included in the budget, but I
supported putting into the program this
essential scientific research tool which
was included in the budget and which
is demanded by the Commission.

I hope the Senate will adopt the
amendment.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I join
with my colleague from Iowa in express-
ing the hope that the Senate will vote
in favor of the amendment offered by
him, to authorize in full the Stanford
linear electron accelerator, as proposed
by the President, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and the scientific com-
munity.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
rooprer] has already described the unique
technical promise of this machine, the
reasons for the scientific support, and
its importance in our competition with
Soviet Russia.

I should like to point out that the
majority members of the committee do
not oppose the project, but favor partial,
rather than full, authorization at this
time. I will then demonstrate that full
authorization now will save money in
the long run, will save time, and that
it is necessary to recruit a staff of sci-
entists and engineers.

First. The committee majority mem-
bers do not oppose the Stanford accel-
erator, but recommend partial rather
than full authorization. Let me quote
from pages 8 and 9 of Senate Report No.
1271, the report of the Joint Committee
on this bill:

The Joint Committee appreciates the re-
markable achievements and scientific ad-
vances that have been accomplished by these
“atom smashers” In the past, and is fully
confident that even more remarkable dis-
coveries will be made in the not too distant
future.

The Joint Committee that an
accelerator of this type could make a valua-
ble addition to our national high-energy
physics program, but believes that more
design and engineering might result in
better cost estimates before construction is
authorized.

I shall discuss the disadvantages of a
partial “design and engineering” author-
ization a little later.
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Now let us look at the debate on the
floor of the House of Representatives on
this bill last Friday, May 6, 1960. Rep-
resentative DorEAaM, the vice chairman
of the committee, said:

I am not opposed to going on with this
project in an orderly fashion. I think we
ought to go into all promising research work
in the accelerator field, both in regard to
heavy particles and light particles.

As 1 said, I am not opposed to any of these
projects. I made the motion to put $3
million in here and let AEC come back with
a thorough study to show this body exactly
what it is going to cost.

Representative Cuer HoLIFIELD said,
in response to a question from Repre-
sentative HOSMER:

Mr. Hosmer. I have consulted my figures
and I have confidence in them.

May I ask this question: In view of the
unanimous testimony that a linear accelera-
tor of this size and power is a basic tool
necessary for the Nation’s scientific advance-
ment, does the gentleman feel that there is
any question about eventually building that
machine in this country?

Mr. Hovrrrrerp, The gentleman has very
clearly stated that the position of the ma-
jority is not against the buillding of this
type of accelerator at the proper time, but
the question of the majority on this item
is as it has been on other items, to properly
and carefully look at the preparatory work
that has been done and to select the timing
to initiate such a gigantic undertaking. We
are furnishing 3 million for them to start
on their design and engineering work.

Finally Representative MELVIN PRICE,
chairman of the Subcommittee on Re-
search and Development said:

I personally favor further consideration of
the project early next year and I personally
will appreciate the opportunity within a
short time of voting for full authorization
for the Stanford accelerator.

So I think it is clear that the scientific
merits of the project are recognized, and
supported by all members of the Joint
Committee. The only question is the
method and timing of legislative author-
ization.

Second. Partial authorization will re-
sult in increased costs and delay in be-
ginning experiments. Let me quote from
the letter dated April 28, 1960, to Repre-~
sentative Van Zanpr from John A.
McCone, Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission:

A tabulation of the construction cost esti-
mates and ccmpleﬁon dates for the various
alternatives is shown below:

Construe-| Comple-
Plan tion cost | tion (use-
esti-  |ful
mate ments)
Millions | Years
Full suthorization NOW - e e cee oo - $107.2 6
%3 million authorized now, re-
5 b1 BOEUES e S 1110.0 624-634
Delay any suthorization until 1061 1113.0 T

1 The increased costs represent esealation oeccasioned
by the estimated delay in the completion of the prujset
In addition, Stanford estimates the uncertain stal

and ineﬂ?lcieney resulting from partial authorization wi.ll
probably add an additional §1,000,000 to the total project
cost.

The Stanford accelerator is the next logi-
cal step in the Nation's high energy physics
program. The construction and operation
of the machine will provide our sclentists
with an essential tool with which to further
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our knowledge of fundamental particles
constituting the basic units of all matter.
The earlier it can be completed and placed
into operation, the sooner will its contribu-
tions be realized and the greater will be
our assurance of continued U.S. leadership
in this important scientific field.

Let me quote also from the three-vol-
ume detailed engineering analysis by J.
A. Blume & Associates:

If the project is not authorized and oper-
ations initlated so that this schedule can
be followed, the cost estimates should be in-
creased at the rate of 6 percent per year
for escalation.

From the above, it seems clear to me
that the method of authorization in this
bill will raise eventual total costs by at
least $3 or $4 million, perhaps $5 or $6
million—5 percent of $107 million—and
will delay commencement of useful ex-
periments by at least one-half to three-
fourths of a year, even assuming prompt
authorization next year.

For these reasons, once the technical
merit of the project is recognized—as
it is—and thorough engineering studies
have been made—as they have—it seems
clear to me that the businesslike thing
to do now is to proceed expeditiously.
We will save money, and time in our
scientific race with the Russians, by au-
thorizing the project in full now.

Now I come to the third and very
important problem involved.

Third. Partial authorization will de-
lay recruitment of a scientific and en-
gineering staff for this project. Let me
quote again from Mr. McCone’s letter
of April 28, 1960:

If the project were authorized in this
sesslon of Congress for “design and engl-
neering” only, and was not fully authorized
until June 1961, it appears that the most
serious effect will be in the lack of ability
to recruit certain additional key sclientists
whom Stanford conslders are essential for
the development and design of the accelera-
for and experimental facilities,

In response to our specific query, Stan-
ford University now states to us:

“We are experlencing some difficulty at the
present time in keeping our present staff,
the nucleus of the project, together, and
there is serious danger that a number of
the principal scientists on the staff will leave
the university’'s employ because of the con-
tinuing uncertainty concerning full author-
ization of the project.

“The number of physicists and engineers
presently involved in project agreement No.
1 work is 27. We had planned to Increase
this to an average of 60 man-years during
the first year of integrated development and
construction activities, in which we would
also be subcontracting all work that could
be reasonably done that way. Under the
existing circumstances we think we could
recruit only five or six more physicists and
engineers than we now have. Moreover, it
is not likely that these mew people will be
of the excellence we had intended. Un-
doubtedly a partial authorization will not be
attractive to sclentists having tenure in
other institutions or who otherwise require
long-term commitments.”

During the 1959 hearings on the Stan-
ford accelerator, the possibility of par-
tial authorization was also suggested.
The discouraging effect of such an au-
thorization was described by Dr. Smyth
of Princeton University, a former AEC
Commissioner.
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I quote from page 208 of the 1859
hearings:

Representative Price. Dr. Smyth, do you
feel it is desirable to authorize the full
amount of the cost estimate at this time,
rather than to authorize only a sufficient
amount to carry on design and engineering?

Dr. SmyTH. I feel very strongly, Mr. Price,
that the full amount should be authorized
at this time. This is a point that I did not
cover in my statement, but as I said at the
beginning of my testimony, I do want to talk
about it. I have had some experience in the
past with situations where preliminary de-
slgn was authorized or research was author-
ized on a project, and then there was a long
delay before further authorization came
through. This is extremely demoralizing. It
makes it difficult to assemble a staff, and once
the staff is assembled, and then there is de-
lay in further authorization, the staff dis-
appears and it becomes extremely difficult to
reassemble the staff. In this case particular-
1y, where the design is so fully worked out in
the sense of depending on components that
are already in use, and where, as I under-
stand it, a machine could be built that would
be very useful even without further devel-
opment of the components, I think it would
be very undesirable to give partial authoriza-
tion.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me
restate my three points:

First. The committee majority mem-
bers do not oppose the Stanford acceler-
ator, but recommend partial rather than
full authorization.

Second. Partial authorization prob-
ably will result in increased costs and
delay in beginning experiments.

Third. Partial authorization will de-
lay recruitment of a scientific and engi-
neering staff for this project.

For these reasons I believe we should
proceed with full authorization now of
this important project, and I hope the
Senate will support the Hickenlooper
amendment.

Mr. DWORSHAEK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Utah yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. I am somewhat
confused by the contention that by de-
ferring action we may increase the ulti-
mate costs of the project. As the Sen-
ator said, members of the committee were
not entirely willing to proceed imme-
diately with the project, feeling that we
should move cautiously.

A year ago, the Joint Committee held
a hearing on the proposed linear ac-
celerator. For some reason, the facts
were not available, and there was a delay

Is it not true that in 1959 the AEC pro-
posed to get electric power at 9 mills per
kilowatt-hour, and because of the in-
sistence, partially, of the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, during the recess
the Atomic Energy Commission made ar-
rangements to get power at 4!z mills
from the Department of the Interior,
thereby saving from $660,000 to more
than $1 million a year? Is that not
essentially true?

Mr. BENNETT. That is essentially
correct; but it seems to me that that does
not bear directly on the problem before
us, because it will be 6 years, at best,
before this project will be fully opera-
tive. In that period of 6 years, I should
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assume that the preliminary estimates
which may have developed the cost of
9 mills would be restudied and reviewed
so that it could be determined whether
the project was ready for electricity, and
all possible opportunities to reduce the
cost of electricity had been explored, as
they have been explored in the period be-
tween 1959 and now.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Reference was
made to a letter received by the Joint
Committee from the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, indicating
that if we proceeded immediately with
the authorization and construction, the
completion of the entire project might
take about 6 years; whereas if we merely
proceeded with more caution and addi-
tional engineering surveys, it could take
614 years. The difference in time is only
6 months.

Does the Senator from Utah feel that
the time element of 6 months is so vitally
important at this time?

Mr. BENNETT. I feel that this is the
type of machine or type of project on
which the basic engineering has been
done. Stanford is operating linear ac-
celerators now, but they are very much
shorter. Having achieved that basic
material, it does not seem to me that
there is any reason to delay for 6 months
or a year while we talk about getting
more engineering information.

This particular program is in a pe-
culiar situation. Everybody seems to
want it; yet we are now divided within
the committee on the question: Shall we
cut the dog’s tail by $3 million this year,
or shall we commit ourselves to the
whole project? Having committed the
$3 million, as can be seen from the com-
ments already made by the persons who
supported the majority position, almost
everyone expects that next year we will
move in and authorize the completion
of the project.

Mr. DWORSHAEK. Reference has
been made to the fact that last year the
Joint Committee tentatively approved
this project but, for some reason, was
unwilling to authorize the full amount
for construction.

Is it not true that because of that
delay some indication developed that
the original site for the project was
changed, so that the slight delay did
not really retard the eventual success
of the project, but actually made it likely
to be more successful?

Mr. BENNETT. It is my feeling that
the answer to the Senator's question is
the same as the answer I gave him with
respect to the power problem. If the
bill had been reported with full authori-
zation before construction actually could
have been undertaken, they would be
making the tests which have been made
pending authorization, and I am certain
that some discovery would have been
made, and the answer would have been
the same anyway.

It seems to me that the problem of site
is not quite the same as the problem of
the authorization of the construction of
the machine. The fact that the original
site suggested proved to be an unsound
one and the fact that a better solution
for the place in which to put the machine
has been worked out should not influence
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us in our ultimate decision as to whether
we want such a machine. I think we
want the machine,

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from Utah yield
to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CarTHY in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Utah yield to the Senator from
Rhode Island?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. On the very question
about the judiciousness of proceeding
with the haste being advocated by my
distinguished friend, the Senator from
Utah, let me ask a question: Is it not
a fact that if we had not proceeded with
caution a year ago, when the first report
was filed with the committee, we would
have committed ourselves to a project
which would have entailed the expendi-
ture of $126 million, to build a tunnel 2
miles long?

Now it is planned, instead, to work
above the ground, rather than below
ground; and the anticipated expenditure
will be $107 million, or a saving of $19
million. But if it had not been for the
care exercised by the Joint Committee,
the tunnel, at considerably greater ex-
pense, would have been authorized.
That is the point we make.

Of course we are going to have an
accelerator. Some say we should have
it at once. Our committee is saying
that this project is of tremendous
magnitude and, on the basis of the pres-
ent plans, it is estimated to cost the tax-
payers of the Nation $107 million. How-
ever, by the time we get through, judging
by the experience had with other projects
in the same field, this one may cost the
taxpayers $207 million.

The Joint Committee, which is the
watchdog of the people’s money spent in
this field, favors this project, and does
not question the sincerity of those who
advocate construction of the project, but
asks them to make a further study of the
project, and prepare a betier estimate,
so that when the project is finally au-
thorized, we shall be able to say to the
taxpayers, “We have spent your money
judiciously.”

That is all this matter amounts to; it is
as simple as that.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the
two comments which have been made in
the course of my remarks—one by the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. DWORSHAK]
and the other by the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel—have been
with respect to supplementary matters.
I do not believe we have ever had more
complete data on the basic machine it-
self that we have in regard to this ma-
chine, because, backing it up, we have
the actual experience at Stanford with
the operation of linear accelerators. ‘o

These projects have been developed to
a size never before reached, and they in-
volve questions of electric energy and
questions of the best place for the accel-
erator—whether it should be placed in a
tunnel, or whether it should be placed
in a trench, and then covered over.

It seems to me that both of these are
supplementary problems. But the fun-
damental problem is that we are here
dealing with a machine which has been
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designed by those at Stanford, where
similar units have been tested with re-
markable results.

So the fundamental question is
whether we are going to build the ma-
chine; and, if so, when?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Utah yield?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. This matter
has been “kicking around” ever since
1957. This is not a “Johnny-come-
lately” operation.

As regards every activity in which the
Atomiec Energy Commission has been en-
gaged—whether in the field of acceler-
ators, or power reactors, or other types
of facilities—every accelerator and every
installation in this field could, after more
experience had been gained, have been
made probably a little cheaper, in some
way.

This situation reminds me a great deal
of the well-known question and reply:

Mother, may I go out to swim?

Yes, my darling daughter. Hang your
clothes on a hickory limb, but domn't go
near the water.

But, of course, if she never goes near
the water, she never will learn to swim.

The engineering problems which arose
when the first proposals for a tunnel
construction were made were routine
exploratory operation problems. It was
proposed that a tunnel be constructed.
Some borings were made. Finally it was
decided that a tunnel might involve con-
siderable hazards, because of the geo-
logical formations in that location. So
it was believed that probably it would
be better and less expensive to dig a
trench on the surface, at another loca-
tion, where the construction might be
more secure.

It is entirely possible that if we were
to make this authorization next year or
the year after that, or whenever we
might make such an authorization, en-
gineering changes might then be re-

as a result of further and more
detailed investigation.

But we must proceed with the job at
some time; and we cannot learn to swim
unless we go near the water.

This project needs to be constructed.
We have the scientific background for
it. We have a vast amount of engi-
neering research on this matter. If we
continue to postpone this work year
after year, some of these days we may
find a linear electron “sputnik” an-
nounced somewhere else; and then the
people of the country will say to us,
“Why did you let the Russians get ahead
of us?”

That is the situation with which we
are faced. So we wish to pioneer in this
important field. Are we to “get this
show on the road”?

In this situation, do we wish to con-
tinue to fool around, year after year,
and, as a result, perhaps be outdistanced
in some of this basic scientific research,
for which this tool which the scientists
have studied so carefully, is so impor-
tant. I think that is the problem.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, it
has been said that this project “has been
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kicking around since 1957.” Perhaps
that is not a very appropriate way to
state this matter.

I do not think any commitiee of the
entire Congress acts more conscien-
tiously than does the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy: and I believe the
Senate should also know that no com-
mittee of the Congress has been more
progressive, I dare say, in promoting the
research aspects in the field of high-
energy physies than has the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy. Its entire
history exemplifies that very philosophy.

Let me say to my distinguished
friends, who say this matter has been
“kicking around since 1957”: Of course
it has been around here since 1857.
Why? Because until now the answers
have not been sufficiently definitive to
enable us to have a proper and sound
predicate for this authorization of $107
million.

Are we rejecting this proposal? Are
we refuting the thinking in connection
with it? Absolutely not. We merely
propose that $3 million be authorized at
this time. The AEC requested ap-
propriation of $4,200,000 for fiscal year
1961, in order to undertake this project,
to begin the construction. We propose,
instead, an authorization of $3 million,
in order to complete the planning, so
more precise answers to the various
questions involved will be found.

If we had been persuaded the last
time they made this proposal to us, the
tunnel might by now have been under
construction.

Some ask, “What difference would
that have made?”

In reply, I point out that if we had
accepted the previous proposal, the tun-
nel would now perhaps be half con-
structed, and $5 million perhaps would
have been spent; and then at that point
it would have been found necessary to do
the work above ground, rather than un-
derground, Certainly we should not
make large expenditures on such a basis.

Do Senators realize that this project
alone will cost more than the original
costs of Brookhaven and the Argonne
Laboratory put together? This project
is of tremendous size and cost.

So we recommend waiting a few more
months—until January 1961, not until
1963 or 1970. January 1961 will not be
very long to wait—before spending these
large sums of money.

In the meantime, shall we be sitfing
on our hands? Of course not. We pro-
pose that the authorization be made for
planning the details of the design and
engineering of the project, so the defini-
tive answers can be had, in order that a
wise authorization for the project can
be made.

Mr. President, the Commission’s letter
requesting the authorization of the ap-
propriation for the fiscal year 1961 was
dated February 12, 1960. That letter
came to our committee. After that re-
quest came to us from the Bureau of the
Budget, and the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, the Subcommittee on Legisla-
tion, under the chairmanship of Repre-
sentative Horirrerp, on March 8, com-
menced extensive hearings on the bills,
as summarized in the report.
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Mr. President, I say to Senators, with
special emphasis: On April 1, 1960, the
Commission forwarded to the Joint Com-
mittee certain proposed revisions of the
bill, principally in the high-energy
physics field. If all of this proposal had
been decided long before now, why were
not all the details set forth in the letter
of February 12, 1960? But that letter did
not include the details or the proposal
as to the Stanford accelerator, because
those involved had not yet made up their
minds. In fhe meantime, something
happened; and it became necessary to
expedite the work. So, two months later
they sent to us the second request, which
includes this $107 million.

I say to my distinguished friends, if
the entire report was decided on and
formulated and if all the details of the
design were agreed upon, why did they
wait 2 months before they sent us the
letter?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think I can
answer that question.

Mr. PASTORE. I would like to hear
the answer.

HICKENLOOPER. The fact is
t.ha.t addjtional studies were requested
last year. The scientific groups were in
the process of studying the matter.
They came up with the final study re-
sults late this winter, and immediately
the Commission sent through this re-
quest for the construction of the project.

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, my
distinguished friend is felling me we
have not been kicking this matter
around since 1957; we have been kicking
it around since April 1, 1960. That is
what the Senator is now saying.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. We have been
kicking it around since 1857.

Mr. PASTORE. We did not give it
the best kick until April 1, 1960. That
is the point I make. Let us kick it
around for another 6 months. Then we
will have good answers.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The commit-
tee took a good kick at it when it took
the project out of the bill, against the
recommendation of the Budget and the
request of the AEC. The committee is
not sacrosanct in these matters. There
was a great big push 3 or 4 or 5 years ago
toward the building of atomic power
plants in the United States. It was said
we were going to put the Government
in the power business. Then we found
what the costs would be of projects that
certain Members of Congress were so
enthusiastic about. We found that their
projects were wishful thinking, and not
practical. So plans for such projects
have disappeared.

Mr, PASTORE. I wish to compliment
the Senator from Iowa, because, had we
listened to him, had we proceeded with
more caution then, we would not have
proposed such a large-scale program at
that time. He gave us a great lesson.
I would only hope now that he would
become a student of his own logic. That
is all I am trying to impart this after-
noon. Had we listened to the Senator
from Iowa several years ago, we would
not have attempted to have gone into
these projects headlong and ended up
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with a change in philosophy and
thought. That is the position I take.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I take no
credit for and no particular satisfaction
in being a prophet. I would like to go
on to other things. But if the Senator
will have as much faith in this matter as
he has in what I predicted a few years
ago, I suggest he go along with me on
this proposal, because everybody says
this project is going to be built. With
every delay, we know there is going to
be an increase in cost. The project is
going to cost more next year, the year
after that, or the year after that, and
it will be on the basis of an escalated
percentage.

There is one other point I wish to
make. The Senator said a moment ago
$4,200,000 was requested. That is the
amount requested, and we are granting
them only $3 million. However, there is
a vast difference. We are not giving $3
million on an authorized project; we are
giving the agency $3 million to go out
and look around. The important thing
on a project of this kind is to know the
project is authorized and the money is
being spent on a project that is under
way, one that is authorized by the Con-
gress and that is a going concern. The
$3 million we are giving is not $3 million
for an authorized project. It is $3 mil-
lion to enable them to go out and dig
around somewhere. I think we ought to
authorize this project, and I think we
will get the proper engineering. We will
save time, we will get this magnificent
tool into the hands of the scientists, and
we will be taking a long leap forward in
the leadership which the United States
now has in atomic energy research, and
which we are bound to maintain if we
survive.

That is my thought.

Mr., PASTORE. I wish to thank my
distinguished colleague for his observa-
tion.

Mr. President, I should like to make
another observation. Some references
were made to the Blume report. Let me
read an excerpt from appendix M of that
report:

Before final design is undertaken—

Mind you, Mr. President, before final
design is undertaken; and here we are
proposing to start on this project, and
we do not know the final design of it—
and before the final alinement is selected, a
detalled site investigation is recommended.
Such investigation should include detalled
geological mapping, further investigation of
ground water conditions, careful study of
cut and fill slope stability, and definitive
analysis of excavation and foundation prob-
lems. This work would include a compre-
hensive program of trenching, drilling, ma-
terial testing, and investigation of possible
elastic strain accumulation in the subject
areas. This latter recommendation is ampli-
fied and explained in the text.

During the hearings the director of
the committee staff asked several ques-
tions of Dr. Ginzton, the director of the
accelerator project, and I read from the
hearings:

Mr. RAMEY. Are there any other changes of
significance in the cost of your facility other
than the matter of your tunnel aspect?

This is after they went above ground.
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In other words, as we recall the original
estimate was $1056 million, and then taking
that same estimate today it would be $126,~
700,000. Do some of those increases in that
$126 million stay in your estimate as it is
now, but you save some money by changing
the site and putting it above ground?

Dr. Ginzron. Yes, this is in large measure
correct. It is not the complete story. What
happens is that first by abandoning the tun-
nels and going to cut-and-cover construction
the ventilation problems in the tunnel are
much different.

That is another problem.

Much of the equipment we now suggest is
different from the equipment we suggested
before.

That is another problem.

This includes cooling, ventilation, electri-
cal equipment, fire protection system; many
things are different. So it is not any longer
possible to identify individual costs.

Mr. President, as judicious men, men
who are charged with protection of the
purse of the taxpayers of this country, do
we begin to authorize a project under
those circumstances?

I repeat, the members of the commitiee
considered this question thoroughly. I
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recommend that Senators read the de-
bate in the House. Representative CARL
Duruam, of North Carolina, has been in
the vanguard of the progress on research
and development in this field. He said,
“Let us find out what this is going to
cost.”

Along that line, let me introduce into
the Recorp, and I shall not take up the
time of the Senate by reading it in de-
tail, a chart which shows that, whereas
the original cost of a project was esti-
mated at only $4 million, it ended by
costing about $14,700,000. Another proj-
ect which it was estimated would cost $9
million will end by costing $12 million.
Another project which it was estimated
would cost $29 million will end by cost-
ing $40 million. Another project which
it was estimated would cost $27 million
will end by costing $59 million.

That experience gives us a fair idea of
what kind of field we are in.

I ask unanimous consent to insert the
chart in full at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

U.8. Hica-ENErRGY AccBLERATOR CosT ESTIMATES

Construction cost eslimales

[In millions]
Estimate, | Total esti-
additions | mated con-
Accelerators Encrgy, Particle Initial Current | and mod- | struction
bevatrons estimate | estimate | ifications 008
through through
1066 1
Cosmotron (Brookhaven)... 3.0 $4.0 $13.2 $1.5 $14.7
Bevatron (Berkeley). o cmeeececemaen 6.2 9.0 13.9 1.6 25.5
Alternating gradient synchrotron | 25 0-30.0 20.0 2.5 7.4 30.9
(Brookhaven).
Zero gradient synchrotron (Argonne). 12.5 1.l {7 e 27.0 42.0 17.0 59.0
Cambrid eI;sctmn aceelerator (Har- 6.0 | Electron.... 6.5 1L 6 15 13.1
v .
Prttém)einn—f-mn accelerator (Prince- 3.0 | Proton....... 58 1.2 13.3 %5
n).
1 e S ] Heoatg R A A SRRty 72.3 124. 4 52.3 176.7
Source: Pp. 491-492 of Fiscal Year 1961 Authorization Hearings.
Annual operating cost eslimates
[In millions]
Initial Current Annual
Accelerators Energy, Particle annual annual cost
bevatrons cost cost estimates
estimates | estimates by 1965
Cosmotron (Brookhaven) ........................ 3.0 $1.7 $1 $4.6
Bevatron (Berkel 6.2 2.2 1.7 25.5
Altamatlng grad!ant ‘synchrotron (Brookhaven)__| 25.0-30.0 1.7 8.9 9.6
fent synchrotron (Argonne)............. 12.5 6.1 0.4 15.6
Cam ridge electron accelerator (Harvard, MIT).. 6.0 1.0 6.6 8.1
Princeton-Penn accelerator (Princeton) .......... 3.0 L0 4.2 5.0
Total 13.7 44.9 8. 4

Bource: Pp. 491492 of Fiscal Year 1961 Authorization Hearings,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I shall yield in just a
moment.

These gentlemen have said, “Let us
wait 6 more months.” After all, since
the matter was sent to us on April 1,
what is wrong with telling them to go
ahead with design and engineering on
this project, and then come back in Jan-
uary, so we can then proceed? 1Is that
not a more businesslike way to do it?

Mr. President, the situation before us
is quite a paradox, because ordinarily
one would expect the junior Senator
from Rhode Island to be on the other
side of the question. However, we some-
times become very paradoxical, and who
knows what the necessities of the times
may be. However, the fact still remains
that the men whom I would expect to be
conservative and urge us to go slow are
the very men who are urging us this
afternoon to go forward with this proj-
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ect, whatever the event may be, on the
ground that we have the money and
therefore we should build this project.
Why? Because we think we should beat
the Russians.

That is a rather glamorous and
graphic argument, but I hope we have
not reached the stage where every time
we get caught in an illogical position, the
argument is made that we are in compe-
tition with the Russians. We are, in
truth, out to beat the Russians. We have
a better program and better high energy
physics than the Russians have. We
have better accelerators. This is the
biggest project that has come to us in a
long time. We are going to have it in
due time. But I say let us do it without
wasting the taxpayers’ money.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have one
comment to make. I think the Senator,
only a moment ago, disproved his own
statement. The Senator said that with
regard to this particular project we
ought to know what the cost is going to
be, that we had never before authorized
something without knowing the cost of it,
and then the Senator read off a list of
some five projects we authorized at costs
which turned out to be about twice as
much as we thought they would be when
the projects were authorized.

That has been the characteristic pat-
tern of the whole new field of atomic
energy. We can never find out what a
pioneering project in atomic energy is
going to cost, because it is a new field.
As we go along with the design and engi-
neering of these projects new problems
oceur which could not possibly have been
foreseen because they had never occurred
before.

We may expect from time to time in-
creased costs of one kind or another.
This is not the same as construction of a
building, when we have built buildings by
the thousands for hundreds of years and
know something about design and archi-
tecture and everything involved in it.
These are pioneering operations.

I merely say we should get on with the
job, and get it done. It will cost us more
in dollars if we wait another year or two.
I think we should authorize the project,
and let it go ahead with confidence. In
that way we will keep the team together,
and enlarge the team for its operation.
We will get on with the job. Ithink that
will be in the best interests of American
leadership in atomic energy.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I won-
der if I might ask my friend from Rhode
Island a couple of questions?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Sen-
ator.

Mr. EUCHEL. First, I want to ask
the Senator if he believes any delay in
the authorization of the entire amount
of money, as contained in the pending
amendment offered by the Senator from
Iowa, would in any respect endanger the
security of the country?

Mr. PASTORE. Would a delay of 6
months endanger our security? It ismy
considered opinion that it would not. I
think that opinion is shared by the
majority of the members of the commit-
tee. I do not believe there is a Senator
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who would take such a position. I feel
the majority are as patriotic as the
minority.

Mr. EUCHEL. There is no question
about that.

Mr. PASTORE. There is no question
about it.

Mr. HICEENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with
the Senator from Rhode Island. This is
not specifically a defense project.

Mr. PASTORE. Of course not.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. What we are
providing for is a scientific research tool.
If our experience in this regard is the
same as the experience we have had with
other research tools, this probably will
give us some new answers in regard to
vast new flelds of which we have no
concept at the present moment.

Mr. PASTORE. In the makeup of the
universe.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My point is
that we had better get on with the job,
as a matter of pure science and pure
research. I agree with the Senator
from Rhode Island that at the present
moment, this does not directly affect the
security of the United States or our
armaments.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should not
like to have any misunderstanding about
the matter.

Mr. KUCHEL. I notice on page 9746
of the CoNcrESsioNAL Recorp for May 6
the Representative from the State of
Pennsylvania [Mr. Van ZanpT], & mem-
ber of the committee, quoted a sentence
from a communication by the Chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission, as
follows:

If the project were authorized in this ses-
slon of the Congress for design engineering
only and was not fully authorized until June
of 1961, it appears that the most serious
effect will be the lack of ability to recruit
certain additional key sclentists whom
Stanford considers are essential for the de-
velopment and design of the accelerator and
experimental facilities.

On that point will the Senator com-
ment, and indicate his view as to the
validity of the statement?

Mr. PASTORE. I do not question or
impugn the sincerity of Mr. McCone
when he made that statement. He is a
fine American, and a very worthy Chair-
man of the Commission. In my opin-
ion he is a capable man.

The letter quoted was sent after this
matter became a controversy. I wish to
read to the Senator a letter in answer
to a letter sent by the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], the Chairman
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy. The letter quoted is dated April
14th. It is the answer to the letter of
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
peErsoN] of April 12, 1960, on this point.
This is the answer we received at that
time. What is the date of the letter the
Senator reads from?

Mr. KUCHEL. The page of the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp for May 6 does not
contain the date of the letter.

Mr. PASTORE. It is a fact that the
letter was sent. I think it was read into
the RECORD.
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I read from the letter dated April 14:

DeAr SENATOR ANDERSON: As we stated in
our letter of April 18, 1960, to Mr. VAN ZanDT,
at the present time work on the Stanford
accelerator program has reached the stage
where the next logical step would be to
proceed with the design of the overall site
plan and the design and construction of
general laboratory facilities to house the
design and engineering group and to con-
duct the research and development programs.

teThis is the important part of the let-
| e

It is the Commission’s view, however, that
an authorization of #3 million—

That is the authorization in the bill—
for design and engineering in fiscal year 1961
on the Btanford linear accelerator would
allow the Commission to proceed with a
program that would lead to initiation of
construction with a minimum of delay fol-
lowing full authorization of the project.

Mr. EUCHEL. If the Senator will
permit me to interrupt him, I shall read
from the same sentence he has quoted.
What does the wording mean when it
says, “following full authorization of the
project”? Is that what we are talking
about in the amendment which is pend-
ing—*full authorization of the project”?

Mr. PASTORE. Three million dollars
is in the bill. The reference to “full
authorization” is to the time when we get
the report of January 1961, I would as-
sume. The $3 million which is talked
about in the letter is the $3 million in
the bill, which the amendment seeks to
raise to the original amount requested.
That has no bearing on the $3 million as
such. This is something subsequent.

I continue to read from the letter.

It is the Commission’s view that the
amount of $3 million—

That is in the bill. That is the
authorization—
for design and engineering together with
operating funds for continued development
work is adequate for Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and Stanford to make progress.

And so on and so forth. That is the
letter which was sent. I tell the Senator
very frankly, I suppose we could look at
the matter in two different ways. We
have to be practical about it. There is a
school of thought which believes, “Well,
we ought to authorize this project now,
and let it go at that.”

This matter was very carefully con-
sidered by the committee. As I stated,
this is a bipartisan, bicameral committee.
We never proceed on political considera-
tions. I can say that with respect to the
committee. There are no political mo-
tives to be injected in the debate this
afternoon. If there is any difference, it
is merely a question of a difference of
judgment.

The majority of the committee decided
that it would be better for the overall
project if we authorized the planning
and the designing now, and allowed those
participating to come back with more
definitive answers later, because this sub-
ject has been under consideration since
1957, 'The proposal has been changed
from time to time. We have gone from
one idea to another idea.

I think the project would have better
“gailing” in the future if there were
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unanimity of opinion. I am afraid that
if the amendment is agreed to—and I
do not say this as a threat—we may im-
pede the progress of this project. Every-
body seems to be for the project. It
represents a new approach.

This matter was debated in the House
of Representatives. The proposal was
defeated by a vote of 194 to 129, The
conferees will be more or less the same
people who have made the report.
There is a practical question involved
at this moment.

I say to Senators, the history has been
made. Senators have stated their posi-
tions. Let us proceed. Let us leave the
matter until the plan and the design are
prepared and reported to the committee.
‘Three million dollars is provided for do-
ing that. I know the scientists have a
task in spending $3 million usefully in 6
months, but I think in this case they will
do it. We will then get the more defini-
tive design. We will get the definitive
estimates. Then we will be ready to go
forward. It will be done, and I do not
think we will lose important time if that
course is followed. That is the practical
situation.

Mr. EUCHEL. What my friend is
saying is that there is a difference of
opinion on the need to go forward now.
So that I can understand the situation,
is it fair to say that the Atomic Energy
Commission favors the pending amend-
ment?

Mr, PASTORE. I assume the Atomic
Energy Commission favors the pending
amendment because it asked for the
project originally.

Mr. EUCHEL. Does the Bureau of
the Budget approve it?

Mr. PASTORE. I assume that it
might, for the simple reason that it is
inecluded in its request.

Mr. EUCHEL. The Budget Bureau
ineluded the project in its request?

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, in its supple-
mental request.

Mr. KEUCHEL. So the divergence of
opinion on the necessity to go forward
now lies within the membership of the
Joint Congressional Committee on
Atomic Energy?

Mr., PASTORE. Who are honorable,
judicious, and wise men.

Mr. EUCHEL. I stipulate that.

Mr. PASTORE. But I want it in the
REecorp at that point so there will not be
any implications to the contrary.

Mr. EKUCHEL. Let me repeat my
stipulation. Let me ask my friend this
question: Is it the theory of the majority
of the Joint Committee that with the
expenditure of the $3 million which, as
I understand, the bill now provides, sur-
veys will be completed during the next
6 months?

Mr, PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. KUCHEL. So early in the calen-
dar year 1861, assuming a request such
as is before us now were made again, on
the basis of the additional information
which would accrue from the expendi-
ture of the $3 million, is it the opinion of
my friend that at that juncture the com-
mittee would perhaps unanimously look
with favor on proceeding?

Mr. PASTORE. I suppose so, but to
make it more explicit, insofar as I am
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concerned, I would certainly support it
with all the vigor within me.

Mr, EUCHEL. Has the Midwestern
Universities Research Associates taken
any position with respect to the pending
amendment?

Mr. PASTORE. Representatives of
that group appeared before the commit-
tee and said they would favor the proj-
ect. As to details, as the Senator knows,
many people appear before a committee
to testify with respect to a bill. They
are for the overall objective. I admit
that we are getting into the niceties of
that question. The commiftee as such
is not opposed to the project. This
group is in favor of the project. I think
the committee is in favor of the project.
Certainly I am. I am not a member of
the subcommittee. As a matter of fact,
I have had to do a considerable amount
of night work to bring myself up to date.
I did not attend the hearings. I am not
a member of the subcommittee. How-
ever, I have read the transcript of the
hearings and studied the report, and
what I say now is based upon not what
I knew previously but what I have
learned since I was told I was to have
management of the bill because of the
absence of the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANpERsoN], who
is necessarily absent from the Senate
today. That is all I can add. I would
certainly support the measure. I think
we must do everything within our power
to progress as rapidly as we can in order
to promote the levels of education and
science in our country; and in view of
everything which has transpired, in view
of what transpired in the House and
what I have read in the hearings, I say
the best course to follow now is to go
along, and this has been decided. When
we come back in January our views will
be unanimous. I think then we will go
along fast and we will know where we
are going because we will know more
about the project.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to my friend
from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator
from California [Mr. KucHeL] asked
a question as to whether the Midwestern
Universities Research Association ap-
proves the project at this time. I call
the Senator’'s attention to the report
of the committee under date of April 19,
1960, page 20, on which appears the
separate views of those of us who think
the project should be authorized at the
moment. I quote from the testimony of
Dr. Rollesfson, who is the director of
MURA:

It is a pleasure for me, as a representative
of the Midwestern Universities Research
Association, to have an opportunity to give
our enthuslastic support to the recoms-
mended authorization of the Stanford linear
electron accelerator. The reasons for sup-
porting this program have been so well and
completely portrayed in the report of the
special panel appointed by the President’s
Scientific Advisory Committee that I feel
there is little of importance that I can add.

That portion of his testimony, I be-
leve, answers the question of the Sen-
ator from California [(Mr., EKuceHEeL]
about MURA’s attitude.
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Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I shall
detain the Senate only a moment. I do
not think there is anyone in the Con-
gress for whom I have a higher respect
than the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTore], at whom I am looking.
I have followed his leadership on many
occasions in the Senate. I intend to
do so again. This is a different sub-
ject. It is one which we who operate
here as lay Senators and not members
of the Joint Committee have difficulty in
fully comprehending.

There is no dissent on the part of any
Senator from our composite desire to
lead the parade with respect to develop-
ment in all the fields of atomiec and nu-
clear energy.

After listening to the debate, I be-
lieve there are two honorable ways to
look at the question.

I choose to follow the recommenda-
tion embodied in the amendment of the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER],
to proceed at once with the authoriza-
tion of the accelerator. I do so on the
basis of my judgment that if error is to
be made, I am going to err on that side.
‘The President recommends this authori-
zation. The Atomic Energy Commis-
sion recommends it. The Budget Bu-
reau recommends it. Distinguished
scientists and professors of some great
midwestern universities recommend it.
Other scientists of distinction do like-
wise. It seems to me that the position
I take is a sound one, in the interest
of the country, and so I repeat that
I shall support the pending amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

The amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
qb;luestion is on the third reading of the

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE, Iyield.

Mr, DWORSHAK. Will the Senator
tell me whether there is any authoriza-
tion of funds confained in the bill for
continuing the Euratom project?

Mr. PASTORE. It is my understand-
ing that there is nothing in the bill for
Euratom.

Mr. DWORSHAK. How much has
been appropriated in the past for
Euratom?

Mr. PASTORE. The staff informs me
that $10 million has been authorized
thus far, and that all of it has been ap-
propriated. However, there is nothing
for Euratom in the pending bill.

Mr. DWORSHAEK. How much has
been spent of the $10 million, approxi-
mately?

Mr. PASTORE. I am informed that
approximately $1.3 million has been
obligated.
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Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. PASTORE. Iyield.

Mr. DWORSHAEK. Will the Senator
concede that if the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy had been a little more
deliberate and cautious in considering
the entire Euratom program, and the
authorization for the United States to
participate therein, probably we might
have avoided the embarrassment and
disappointment which resulted from
that action?

Mr. PASTORE. Well, I hope the Sen-
ator will not press that question, because
we could discuss that from now until
doomsday. At the time Euratom was
suggested, insofar as the political com-~
plexion of the world was concerned, in
view of the situation, particularly, which
then existed in connection with the Suez
Canal, in view of the scarcity of oil in
Europe, and the desire to cultivate and
promote production of electric energy
and the use of atomic energy, in view
of all these conditions the situation cer-
tainly was much more precarious at that
time than it is now. Of course the
picture has somewhat changed and the
attitude toward Euratom has become
somewhat discouraging. That is the best
way I can answer the Senator’s question
in the time available to us now, but
when more time is available I should
like to discuss the matter with him.

Mr. DWORSHAK. I thank my col-
league for his comment. I should like to
ask him also that if the experience of
the United States with Euratom does
not indicate that it is not always advis-
able to accept the recommendations of
the Atomic Energy Commission or the
Bureau of the Budget insofar as the de-
velopment of atomic energy is con-
cerned.

Mr. PASTORE. I would prefer to
answer that question by saying that as
elected officials of the U.S. Government,
representing the people, and their tax
money, we should always be judicious
and should always be businesslike, and
always careful in appropriating the peo-
ple’s money.

Mr. DWORSHAK.
tor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, and was read the
third time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of H.R. 11713, a House bill iden-
tical with the Senate bill which we are
now considering.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The CHIEr CLERK. A hill (H.R. 11713)
to authorize appropriations for the
Atomic Energy Commission in accord-
ance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Rhode Island.

I thank the Sena-
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The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is before the Senate and open to amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
offered, the question is on the third read-
ing of the bill.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill (H.R. 11713) was passed.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed.

Mr. CLARK. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to table was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senate bill (S. 3387)
will be indefinitely postponed.

AREA REDEVELOPMENT LEGISLA-
TION

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should
like to make a strong and, I hope, dis-
passionate and nonpolitical plea to the
President of the United States to sign
the area redevelopment bill which was
sent to him last Friday. The bill holds
out the only hope for a quick, if partial,
solution of the unemployment problem
which is affecting many regions of the
cou:try, including wide areas in my own
State.

Moreover, the President’s principal
original objections to the bill passed by
the Senate last year have been sub-
stantially met in revisions made by the
House of Representatives and accepted
by the Senate.

I have seen, as have many of my col-
leagues, including the nine members,
from both parties, of the Special Senate
Committee on Unemployment Problems,
ghost towns where almost nobody has a
job except the postmaster and the pub-
lic welfare representative who hands
out public assistance and surplus food.
In fact, in company with some of my
colleagues I have visited the small town
of Brier Hill, Pa., which, with a popula-
tion of 1,000, perched on top of an aban-
doned bituminous coal mine, contained
hardly one man, woman, or child who
had a job. It was not because the men
in that community, and in many other
communities, had not constantly been
seeking work.

These men told us they had traveled
to Pittsburgh and Baltimore and Cleve-
land, and all over the Northeast, in
search of work, but had not been able to
find it. They told us they were turned
away from the plant gates as soon as
they gave their age as over 40; some-
times even over 35. They told us that
because they had grown up as coal min-
ers, they knew no other business or trade
or occupation, and had had no oppor-
tunity for retraining. I have seen, and
s0 have many of my colleagues on the
Senate Special Committee on Unem-
ployment Problems, as well as many oth-
er Senators, the most praiseworthy ef-
forts of communities, including many in
my own Commonwealth—Scranton, Ha-
gzelton, Altoona, Uniontown—to lift
themselves up by their own bootstraps,
by raising money by popular subscrip-

9849

t